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PREFACE. 


It  seems  hardly  necessary  for  the  writer  of  the  following 
pages  to  apologize  for  publishing  a  defence  of  those  Articles 
which  he  has  solemnly  sworn  to  observe,  and  especially  as. 
no  answer  as  yet  has  been  published  in  opposition  to  the  most 
extraordinary  method  used  in  Tracts  for  the  Times,  No.  90, 
to  explain  away  the  grounds  of  subscription.  The  system 
pursued  in  this  publication  can  need  no  defence,  for  standard 
authorities  are  constantly  appealed  to,  and  the  authorized 
documents  of  our  Church. 

It  must  be  evident,  that  although  no  excuse  can  be  ren- 
dered for  making  an  attack  under  cover  of  an  anonymous 
publication,  yet  the  present  publication  is  perfectly  justifiable, 
as  being  a  defence,  and  not  an  attack. 


ON   THE    INTKODUCTION. 


It  is  perhaps  difficult  at  first  sight  to  detect  the  latent  mean- 
ing of  sophistical  sentences  and  to  reduce  them  to  a  degree  of 
explicitness,  which  is  required  before  they  can  be  satisfactorily 
controverted.     But  though  the  writer  of  No.  90  has  begun 
with  a  considerable  degree  of  caution  and  circumspection — 
though  he  has  exhibited  great  fear  lest  a  certain  partly  should 
claim  him  as  their  own  in  revolutionary  movements — yet  he 
has   explained  with  sufficient    clearness   his   opinion  of  our 
dreadful  state  as  a  Church.     He  must  be  thanked,  however, 
for  at  last  exhibiting  to  his  followers  that  the  Articles  offer 
no  real  difficulty — that  they  are    so  vague — that  they  are 
so  much  against  the  fancies  of  individual   Romanists  as  to 
have  forgotten  the  publicly  professed  dogmas  of  the  Papal 
Church, — because,  when   our  Articles  have  seemed  even  to 
his  own  party  to  "  galF'  them,  it  would  have  been  unsatis- 
factory for  the  "  disciples^*"  not  to  have  had  the  explanation  of 
of  the  master.     Thanks   must   be   rendered   him   for  "  ap- 
proximating towards  the  argumentative  answer  to  it,  of  which 
most  men  have  an  implicit  apprehension,  though  they  have 
nothing  /wore."     For  certainly,  till  the  fantastic  enlightenment 
thrown  upon  antiquity  by  the  nineteenth  century  had  unde- 
ceived them,  men  usually  held  our  Articles  "  to  be  the  text- 
book for  tutors  in  their  theological  teaching,"  and  consequently 
supposed  them  to  be  a  considerable  restraint  and  check  upon 
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any  heretical  opinions.    Perhaps,  however,  they  were  led  into 
this  erroneous  view  from  reading  the  Introductory  Lecture  to 
Mr.  Newman's  Lectures  (p.  28),  in  which  it  is  said,  that  "  the 
Thirty-nine  Articles  are  a  second  trial  of  our  humility  and 
self-restraint.""     Among  other  declarations  of  the  intentions  of 
the  writer,  we  have  this,  that  they  will  never  further  "  a  re- 
laxation of  subscriptions"  ..."  against  the  wish  of  the  great 
body  of  the  Church."    We  should  have  thought  that  it  would 
have  been  sufficient  to  leave  this  unsaid,  if  "  the  objection" 
to  the  Articles  is  "  groundless,"  as  the  writer  had  written  a 
few  lines  before.     This,  however,  is  a  mere  trifle ;  for  some 
persons  wish  to  be  so  explicit  in  their  statements,  that  none  of 
their  opponents  may  be  able  to  misunderstand  them.     Again, 
we  have  an  explanation  of  the  writer's  views  with  regard  to 
the  opinions  of  a  majority,  and  "  never  can  he,  without  a 
great  alteration  of  sentiment,  be  party  to  forcing  the  opinion 
or  project  of  one  school  upon  another^'     Now,  all  must  admit 
this  to  be  extremely  satisfactory ;  but  a  note  appended  to  the 
following  sentence  introduces  a  possible  occurrence,  which  vir- 
tually establishes  the  principle  before  condemned.     ''  This  is 
not  meant  to  hinder  acts  of  Catholic  consent,  such  as  occurred 
anciently,  when  the  Catholic  body  aids  one  portion  of  a  par- 
ticular Church  against  another  portion."         This,  then,  is  to 
be  the  exception  to  so  good  a  rule ;  this  is  to  palliate  so  grave 
an  admission ;  lest  the  Church  should,  in  the  writer''s  theory, 
be  in  the  slightest  degree  injured.    Foreign  interference,  how- 
ever impracticable,  yet  seems  too  pleasant  a  topic  altogether 
to  be  omitted. 

In  page  4,  we  have  a  sentence  which  appears  to  have  escaped 
the  writer,  from  the  ardour  with  which  he  supports  his  princi- 
ples. For  we  had  read,  that  there  were  "  real  difficulties  to  a 
Catholic  Christian  in  the  ecclesiastical  position  of  our  Church  in 
the  present  day ;  yet  the  Articles,  i.  e.  her  Theological  teacl 


iiig,  were  not  among  the  number;  but  the  disciple  of  the  worthy 
fathers  of  our  Church — Hammond,  Andrews,  and  Hooker — 
now  fully  impressed  with  the  burden  and  conscientious  oppres- 
sion which  they  had  undergone,,  bursts  forth  into  a  declaration 
of  the  real,  though  implied,  object  of  this  Anglo- Catholic  teach- 
ing: "  Till  her  members  are  stirred  up  to  this  religious  course," 
(unity,  and  surrendering  their  private  opinions,)  "let  the  Church 
sit  still ;  let  her  be  content  to  be  in  bondage ;  let  her  work  in 
chains  ;  let  her  submH  to  her  imperfections  as  a  punishment ; 
let  her  go  on  teaching  with  the  stammering  lips  of  ambiguous 
formularies,  and  inconsistent  precedents  and  principles  but 
partially  developed ;  we  are  not  better  than  our  fathers  ;  let  us 
bear  to  be  what  Hammond  was,  or  Andrews,  or  Hooker  ;"* 
let  us  not  faint  under  that  body  of  death  which  they  bore 
about  in  patience,  nor  shrink  from  the  penalty  of  sins  which 
they  inherited  from  the  age  before  them."  Either  this  passage 
means  that  the  Church  ought  to  change  her  present  position, 
and  ought  to  leave  her  present  bondage,  or  I  am  utterly  at  a 
loss  to  understand  the  meaning  of  an  English  sentence.  The 
writer  of  these  Tracts  allows  that  there  may  be  a  meaning 
extracted  from  out  of  any  book,  though  the  meaning  be  not 
on  the  surface.  Now,  let  the  reader  turn  to  p.  3,  and  he  will 
find  this  declaration,  "  A  change  in  Theological  teaching  in- 
volves either  the  commission  or  the  confession  of  sin ;  it  is 
either  the  confession  or  renunciation  of  erroneous  doctrine.'''* 
Thus,  in  a  word,  the  Church  ought  to  change,  because  in 
bondage  and  suiFering  for  her  sins ;  and  all  change  implies  sin 
previously  existing,  i.  e.  erroneous  teaching.     Is  not  then  the 


•  The  mention  of  these  great  men  would  shew  that  the  writer's  intention,  in  this 
passage,  was  not  to  refer  to  restrictions  of  1688  and  1689,  as  is  done  in  Lectures  on 
Romanism  ;  but  the  mention  of  these  names  certainly  will  not  prove  their  opinion  to 
have  been  similar  to  those  of  the  writer  of  No.  90,  for  Hooker,  at  least,  seems  to  have 
been  quite  satisfied  with  our  Church. 
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state  of  the  Church  of  England  one  which  confesses  sin  ?  for 
surely  the  writer  will  not  avoid  the  dilemma  which  he  himself 
has  put.  If  we  ought  to  change,  it  implies  past  guilt  or 
erroneous  doctrine.  Further,  "  If  it'''  (i.  e.  change)  "  does  not 
succeed  in  proving  the  fact  of  past  guilt,  it  ipso  facto  implies 
present/"*  That  is,  if  there  is  no  past  guilt  to  warrant  a 
change,  then  the  very  change  convicts  its  authors  of  guilt. 
Now,  could  the  Tract  writer  then  speak  in  such  terms  of 
a  desire  for  unity,  and  its  end  a  change  in  the  teaching  of 
the  Church,  unless  he  were  truly  convinced  of  her  need  of 
change,  and  consequently  of  her  present  guilt  l  Other  mem- 
bers of  our  Church  do  not  feel  this  galling  bondage.  Other 
members  of  the  Church  do  not  consider  her  to  be  afflicted 
with  stammering  lips,  nor  themselves  to  be  restrained  in 
preaching  or  teaching  (for  remember  this  word  is  used  in  the 
quotation)  the  Gospel,  and  expounding  the  Rule  of  the  word 
of  God.  And  so  by  the  shewing  of  these  very  men,  who  have 
attacked  the  want  of  discipline  and  those  changing  regula- 
tions of  a  Church,  hi/  their  own  showing  they  are  convicted  of 
being  members  of  a  Church,  whose  state  is  that  of  sin  and 
erroneous  teaching.  Can  we  sign  that  which  we  believe  to  be 
erroneous,  and  then  deceive  ourselves  by  an  "  argumentati'ce 
answer'''^  to  any  objections  which  may  present  themselves  ? 

The  importance  of  this  view  will  not  allow  me  to  raise  any 
minor  objections,  many  of  which  must  occur  to  all  who  read 
this  Tract;  but  as  the  writer  says  that  *^  these  remarks  are 
beyond  our  present  scope,*"  perhaps  it  is  to  be  expected  that 
he  will  explain  his  views  more  fully. 

But  before  we  enter  upon  this  point,  let  me  suppose  a  case 
which  may  illustrate  the  subject.  If  a  friend  express  his  in- 
tention of  doing  you  a  kindness  by  a  letter  written  on  the 
subject,  would  you,  for  a  moment,  think  that  his  intentions 
were  to  be  judged  by  some  collateral  evidence^  and  not  by  his 
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own  declaration  ?  If  you  doubted  his  word,  you  would  evi- 
dence how  little  trust  you  had  in  the  honesty  of  his  inten- 
tions. Now  what  is  the  case  as  regards  the  Church  ?  there  is 
no  friend  dearer  than  the  Church,  and  this  Church  explains 
her  views  in  set  Articles ;  and  for  what  are  Articles  but  the 
very  purpose  "  of  avoiding  diversities  of  opinion,  and  for  the 
establishing  of  consent  touching  true  religion  T'  (it  even  tells 
you  how  you  are  to  understand  them,  i.  e.  in  "  their  literal 
and  grammatical  sense  ;""*  and  yet  some  seem  to  prefer  a  rule 
of  faith  which  the  Church  never  sanctions — some  seem  to 
imagine  that  the  collateral  evidence  —  which  however  may 
be,  and  is  of  use — some  seem  to  imagine  that  this  is  of  more 
importance  than  the  direct  guide.  In  such  a  case,  some  be- 
lieve the  Church  can  explain  herself  better  by  "  the  stam- 
mering lips  of  ambiguous  formularies,"  than  by  the  direct 
letter  which  is  written  to  prevent  heresy,  to  effectuate  agree- 
ment. Why  are  those  who  call  themselves  Anglo-Catholics 
claiming  the  Liturgy  as  that  on  which  doctrine  is  to  be 
founded  ?  why  not  be  content  with  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
Articles,  if  the  Articles  support  their  views  2  If  we  have  to 
distort  and  explain  away  a  document,  it  is  the  strongest 
evidence  of  our  mistrust  of  that  document.  Is  Catholic  doc- 
trine sound  ?  then  the  Articles  which  churchmen  grant  to  be 
sound  must  be  equally  Catholic  with  the  Liturgy ;  or  if  there 
is  any  superiority,  all  who  have  any  confidence  in  our  Church 
must  believe,  that  that  which  it  appointed  as  a  guide  of  faith 
would  be  more  suited  for  a  guide,  and  would  express  its 
meaning  more  than  something  accidentally  suitable  to  the 
purposes  of  devotion.  In  one  word,  the  Articles  are  to  ex- 
pound the  Liturgies,  not  the  Liturgy  the  Articles.  For  if  you 
reject  the  view  that  the  Articles  are  a  rule,  you  may  well  fear 
the  Twentieth,  which  declares  that  "the  Church  hath  power 
to  decree  rites  and  ceremonies,  and  authority  in  controversies 
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of  faith."  Nor  is  there  any  denial  that  this  refers  to  a  par- 
ticular visible  Church,  and  therein  to  our  Church ;  for  unless 
this  be  the  case,  our  Church  has,  by  an  arbitrary  act,  consti- 
tuted herself  falsely  as  though  having  power,  and  her  whole 
basis  is  unsound  and  wicked.  If  the  authority  declared  in 
the  Article,  and  signed  by  us  all,  belong  to  our  Church, 
and  to  none  other  can  any  Anglican  attribute  it ;  then 
by  refusing  to  acquiesce  in  any  iota  of  her  doctrine  and 
the  spirit  of  her  teaching,  we  become  inconsistent  and  self- 
contradicted  members.  In  violation  of  this  principle  of 
common  sense,  those  who  rail  the  loudest  at  private  judg- 
ment, even  within  the  pale  of  our  Church,  question  her  au- 
thority, and  set  up  for  themselves  a  standard  of  one  century, 
and  discuss  how  far  certain  doctrines  set  forth  by  our 
Church  (as  they  say  to  include  Catholics)  will  permit  them 
conscientiously  and  argumentatively  to  subscribe.  "  The  Arti- 
cles may  he  subscribed."  Not  "  the  spirit  and  doctrine  of  om* 
Church  is  scriptural,  and  therefore  do  I  hold  them  thoroughly;" 
but  "  I  can  subscribe  the  Articles  as  not  uncatholic ;  I  do 
rule  myself  by  the  prayers,  because  they  preceded  the  Re- 
formation." As  though  not  to  be  written  by  our  Reformers 
were  a  higher  praise  than  to  be  the  rule  set  forth  by  our 
Church,  aye,  and  acknowledged  as  scriptural  by  all  who  have 
signed  them.  It  seems  that  by  signing  the  Articles  we  grant 
that  the  Church  has  power  under  certain  limitations,  and  if, 
after  granting  this,  we  attack  the  Articles  which  are  the  result 
of  that  power,  it  becomes  incumbent  on  us  to  shew  how  the 
Church  has  violated  such  limitations,  (i.  e.  the  word  of  God,) 
and  if  it  has,  we  cannot  stay  within  its  pale,  because  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  us  to  set  forth  doctrines  contrary  to  the  spirit  and 
declarations  of  the  Church ;  and  this  is  as  much  a  schisma- 
tical  act,  as  openly  to  leave  its  communion.  But  are  there 
members   of  our   Church    who    do   offer   this   insult   to    our 
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Church's  exposition  of  the  Rule  of  Faith,  the  word  of  God  ? 
There  are,  and  many  are  the  assaults  which  are  made  ;  but 
none  with  such  success  as  in  deteriorating  the  Articles,  by- 
comparing  them  with  authorized  formularies  which  is  here 
the  case  ;  but  let  the  writer  speak  for  himself,  and  I  will 
compare  it  with  an  extract  from  the  Lectures  on  Romanism. 


THE  PRAYER-BOOK  AS  SUPERIOR  TO  THE  ARTICLES. 


Tract,  No.  90.  p.  4.  Year  1841. 
While  our  Prayer-book  is 
acknowledged  on  all  hands  to 
be  of  Catholic  origin,^  our  Ar- 
ticles also,  the  offspring  of  an 
uncatholic  age,  are,  through 
God's  good  providence,  to  say 
the  least,  not  uncatholic,  and 
may  he  subscribed  by  those 
who  aim  at  being  Catholic  in 
heart  and  doctrine. 


Lectures,  p.  29.  Year  1838. 
No  member  of  the  English 
Church  allows  himself  to  build 
on  any  doctrine  different  from 
that  found  in  our  book  of  Com- 
mon Prayer.  That  formulary 
contains  the  elements  of  our 
Theology,  and  herein  lies  the 
practical  exercise  of  our  faith, 
&c. 


There  we  have  extracts  agreeing  in  spirit  and  matter ;  and 
the  substance  is,  that  the  Prayer-book  must  be  considered 
nearer  the  truth  than  the  Articles ;  but  I  give  a  further  illus- 
tration of  this  view  :  "  There  is  no  mistaking  then  in  this  day, 
in  England,  where   the    Church    Catholic  is,   and   what   her 


^  Tract,  No.  9. — "  Conscious  of  the  incongruity  of  primitive  /orras  and  modem 
feelings,  our  Reformers  undertook  to  construct  a  Service  more  in  accordance  with  the 
spirit  of  thl^ir  age.  They  adopted  the  English  language  :  they  curtailed  the  already 
compressed  ritual  of  the  early  ritual,"  &c.  &c.  Tempora  mutantur.  Now  the  ritual 
is  every  thing,  and  the  Articles  are  to  be  distorted.  See  further,  No.  38.  "  But 
is  there  not  certainly  a  distinction  of  doctrine  and  matter  between  the  Liturgy  and 
the  Articles  ?"  This  is  to  shew  how  a  clergyman  is  justified  in  preaching  more  than 
the  Articles. 
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teaching.'^  To  follow  her  is  to  follow  the  Prayer-book,  in- 
stead of  following  preachers  who  are  but  individuals  r'  and  a 
few  lives  further  on,  "  Did  we  receive  the  Creed  as  our  Gospel, 
embrace  and  act  upon  the  doctrine  of  our  services,  and  if  any 
where  we  differed,  differ  in  silence  V  &c.  p.  321,  Lectures. 
Thus  we  find  the  Creed  as  the  guide  of  the  Anglo-Catholic,  and 
the  Articles  are  not  even  mentioned.  Now  surely  this  cannot 
be  very  intelligible,  unless  we  understand  the  writer  to  sur- 
render the  Articles  at  once ;  which  would  seem  to  be  the  case, 
as  he  does  not  refer  to  them  as  any  part  of  the  teaching  of 
our  Church  in  this  Lecture  (X.)  I  am,  to  say  the  least,  not 
ignorant  that  an  objection  has  been  raised  to  our  Articles, 
which,  if  granted,  would  appear  a  formidable  support  of  this 
view :  for  if  our  Articles  are  mere  protests  against  heretical 
views,  and  are  dubious  and  uncertain,  and  we  cannot  under- 
stand them ;  of  course,  if  we  can  understand  the  Creed  and 
Formularies,  we  are  bound  to  consider  them  the  teaching 
of  our  Church.**  But  remember  that  this,  if  true,  proves 
either  an  imbecility  or  dishonesty  on  the  part  of  our  Church. 
Imbecile,  if  unable  to  explain ;  dishonest,  if  pretending  to  ex- 

'  How  the  writer  of  these  Lectures  can  be  consistent  with  the  writer  of  No.  90, 
will  be  best  determined  by  comparing  the  passages. 


Tract,  No.  90. 
"  Let  her  go  on  teaching  with  the  stam- 
mering lips  of  amhigtiotis /ormularies,''^  &c 
&c 


Lectures,  p.  320.  ed.  1838. 

"  She  professes  to  be  the  Catholic 
Church,  and  to  transmit  that  one  ancient 
Catholic  Faith:  and  she  does  transmit  it 
simply  and  intelligibly  ;  not  the  most 
unlettered  of  her  members  can  miss  her 
meaning.  She  speaks  in  her  formularies 
and  services."  Again,  "  There  is  no  mis- 
taking,'''' &c.  as  quoted  above,  p.  321. 

This  would  appear  contradictory,  but  the  writers  must  reconcile  their  own  writings, 
or  where  shall  we  refer  for  a  guide  in  understanding  the  Church  ? 

^  Nor  let  me  be  misunderstood  in  this  matter,  for  there  is  no  distinction  of  doc- 
trine between  the  Formularies  and  Articles,  and  I  only  protest  against  a  rejection  of 
the  Church's  exposition  (the  Articles)  to  make  room  for  the  Prayer-book.  Neither  of 
these  do  I  conceive  in  the  least  degree  to  support  Tractarianism :  but  let  each 
occupy  the  place  assigned  it  by  our  Church. 
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plain  and  appoint  a  standard,  it  has  set  forth  one  for  the  pur- 
pose of  its  being  distorted  to  all  points,  when  her  own  rule 
of  interpretation  is  observed,  I  mean  "  in  a  literal  and  gram- 
matical sense/^ 

First,  then,  let  us  refer  to  the  Tractarian  method  of  treating 
the  Articles,  and  see  how  far  they  agree  or  differ  in  their 
opinions.  We  find  (No.  5.  p.  13)  these  words:  "When  cor- 
ruptions, prevalent  among  the  professedly  Christian  world, 
render  it  necessary  for  her  to  state  the  substance  of  her  faith 
in  Articles^  (as  was  done  in  A.D.  1562,'')  &;c.  &c.;  but  in 
after  Numbers  their  principles  are  explained  in  contradiction  to 
this  view.  The  Church  stated  the  substance  of  her  faith  in 
Articles,  says  No.  5 ;  but  see  the  doctrines  of  No,  38  for  the 
further  development.^ 

"There  is  a  popular  confusion  on  this  subject.  Our 
Articles  are  not  a  bod^/  of  divinity^  but  in  great  measure 
only  protests  against  certain  errors  of  a  certain  period  of 
the  Church,''  (No.  38,  near  the  end.)  Again :  "A  states- 
man of  the  last  century  is  said  to  have  remarked,  that  we 
have  Calvinistic  Articles  and  a  Popish  Liturgy.  This,  of 
course,  is  an  idle  calumny.  But  is  there  not  certainly  a  dis- 
tinction of  doctrine  and  manner  between  the  Liturgy  and  the 
Articles  ?  And  does  not  what  I  have  just  stated  account  for  it? 
viz.  that  the  Liturgy,  as  coming  down  from  the  Apostles,  is  the 
depository  of  their  complete  teaching,  while  the  Articles  are 
polemical,  and  for  the  most  part  only  protests  against  certain 
definite  errors  ?  Such  are  my  views  about  the  Articles,"  «Sz;c. 
Then  we  have  an  apology  for  preaching  more  doctrines  than  are 
contained  in  the  Articles,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  nearly 

•  A  quotation  with  reference  to  this  and  other  developments  from  a  high  authority- 
must  be  acceptable.  "  It  is  ever  the  tendency  of  novelty  and  schismatical  teaching,  to 
develope  itself  further,  and  detach  itself  more  from  the  doctrines  of  the  Church,"  &c.  &c. 
Dr.  Pusey's  Preface  to  4th  edition  of  his  Letter. 
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all  mere  protests  against  error ;  that  they  only  condemn,  and 
do  not  assert.  If  this  be  the  case,  how  strange  that  we  never 
call  them  protests,  but  Articles.  For  the  very  name  will 
imply  something  more  than  denial — something  of  importance — 
something  of  assertion.  How  strange  it  would  seem  if  I  were 
to  apply  the  same  objection  to  the  Greedy  and  assert,  that  be- 
cause it  was  a  protest  against  certain  definite  errors,  that  it 
contained  nothing  to  guide  me  in  my  teaching.  Now,  I  ask, 
what  is  to  hinder  any  other  latitudinarian  from  pursuing  this 
course,  and,  upon  a  Tractarian''s  own  ground,  declaring  that 
he  had  nothing  to  guide  him  \  Is  the  Nicene  Creed  of  no  im- 
portance, because  against  a  heresy  I  Did  it  not  hereby  give 
an  opportunity  to  the  Church  to  declare  her  opinion  and  exert 
her  authority?  Is  not  St.  John's  Gospel — to  speak  after  the 
manner  of  men — attributable  to  the  erroneous  views  held  by 
"  certain  definite "  heretics  ?  To  use  any  argument  of  this 
character  is  of  such  a  dangerous  tendency,  that  we  should  use 
it  with  particular  caution. 

If  we  grant  the  objection  in  part,  yet  there  still  remains 
strong  ground  against  the  assailants  of  the  Articles,  for  doc- 
trine may  be  conveyed  in  form  of  protest.  If  the  worship  of 
saints  and  angels  is  prohibited,  much  is  to  be  inferred  from 
it,  and  both  Pagan  and  Popish  idolatry  is  signified. 

One  more  objection  is  urged,  that  not  all  doctrines  are  men- 
tioned, and  therefore  our  Articles  cannot  be  a  system  of  di- 
vinity. Now  it  seems  difficult  to  discover  what  doctrines  are 
omitted ;  and  again  the  Tracts  assist  us  :  but  only  one  doctrine 
have  I  found  mentioned  as  an  omission,  and  that  is  the  inspira- 
tion of  Scripture;  but  for  the  discussion  of  this  point  see 
section  1.  It  would  seem,  from  the  frequency  with  which  this 
apparent  omission  is  brought  forward,  and  this  only,  that  our 
Articles  are  nearly  a  religious  system,  a  body  of  divinity. 
Hear  the  Lecturer,  p,  852  :  "  To  which  I  answer  by  asking  in 
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turn,  why  the  Articles  contain  no  recognition  of  the  inspira- 
tion of  Holy  Scripture  2 There  are,  as  all 

parties  must  confess^  great  truths  not  expressly  stated  in  the 
Articles.''  Again,  No.  41,  p.  5:  "All  of  us  do  believe,  as  es- 
sential, doctrines  which  nevertheless  are  not  contained  in  the 
Articles,  as,  e.  g.  the  inspiration  of  Holy  Scripture.""  Again, 
No.  38  :  "Let  me  ask,  do  you  not  hold  the  inspiration  of  Holy 
Scripture  2  C.  Undoubtedly.— (7.  Is  it  not  a  Clergyman's  duty 
to  maintain  and  confess  it  ?  L.  Certainly. — C  But  the  doctrine 
is  no  where  found  in  the  Articles,*"  &c.  &c.  More  passages  are 
unnecessary,  and  I  will  endeavour  to  answer  the  objection  in 
the  main.  That  because  the  Articles  do  not  mention  ex- 
pressly some  one  or  more  doctrines,  therefore  they  are  not  a 
system,  or  body  of  divinity;  by  which  terms  we  understand 
a  whole  connected  substance  of  doctrine. 

Again  I  call  to  your  minds  the  fact,  that  this  same  objection 
lies  against  the  Creed,  which  some  call  Begula  Fidei ;  and 
which,  to  use  the  words  of  Newman's  Lectures  on  Romanism, 
p.  268,  "  was  called  the  Begula  Fidei,  or  Rule  of  Faith ;  as 
the  formulary  by  which  all  statements  of  doctrine  made  in 
the  Church  were  to  be  measured  and  estimated."  Now  if  the 
Creed  is  so -satisfactory,  a  fortiori,  the  Articles  are — and  here  I 
again  refer  to  No.  38,  p.  9,  to  prove  this  point :  "  Our  Articles 
are  one  portion  of  that  accumulation,"  (i.  e.  the  "  accumulated 
wealth  of  ages.")  "  I  look  upon  our  Articles  as,  in  one  sense, 
an  addition  to  the  Creeds."  (Ibid.)  But,  perhaps,  some  may 
fancy  that  the  Creed  had  expositors,  or  that  there  was  a 
latent  doctrine ;  and  on  this  point  hear  the  Lectures,  p.  272 : 
"  The  Romanists  would  maintain  that  the  Baptismal  Creed 
was  but  a  portion  of  the  sacred  deposit  specially  committed 
to  the  Church's  keeping.  But  with  the  passages  already 
cited  before  us,  which  expressly  call  the  Creed  the  rule  of 
teaching,  is  it  possible  to  conceive  that  that  rule  of  teaching 
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then  comprised  any  thing  that  did  not  naturally  rise  out  of  it,  or 
was  an  explanation  of  it?  Even  granting  there  were  Articles,  of 
Faith,  which  as  yet  lay  amid  the  general  traditionary  teaching, 
undefiled  and  unrecognised  in  public  formularies,  such  as  the 
divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  it  not  plain  that  they  still  must 
have  been  implied  and  virtually  contained  in  the  Creed,  if  the 
Creed  had  any  title  to  the  name  of  Symbol,  or  Rule,  or  Sum- 
mary of  Christian  doctrine  T'  Yet  after  this  we  may  again 
hear  that  our  Articles  do  not  contain  or  express  some  Chris- 
tian doctrine,  even  in  open  defiance  of  their  own  writer/ 

But  we  need  not  this  authority  or  parallelism,  for  we  can 
judge  for  ourselves  by  examining  the  Articles,  and  it  may 
easily  be  inferred  from  their  structure  that  they  are  a  system 
of  religious  teaching.     The  first  five  regard  the  Deity;  and 
surely  these  are  not  mere  protests.  The  sixth  gives  the  Rule  of 
Faith,  or  sufficiency  of  Scripture ;  and  the  seventh  shews  how 
this  Rule  of  Faith  is  to  be  adapted  between  the  two  Testa- 
ments.    (In  the  sixth,  the  Church  shews  cause  against  some 
false  introductions  to  the  Canon,  and  certainly  the  protest  is 
not  the  prominent  part  of  the  Article.)     The  next  shews  the 
standard  authorities  in  their  interpretation.     From  the  ninth 
to  the  seventeenth  inclusive,  the  concernments  of  individuals! 
and  the  method  of  salvation  is  shewn,   and,  in  the  course,] 
Romanist  corruptions  are  exposed.     The  eighteenth  appearai 
to  be  a  summary  in  a  few  words  of  the  hope  and  profession  of  j 
a   Christian  —  he   need   to   belong   to   some   Church.      The, 
nineteenth  defines  the  particular  msihle  Church.     Twentieth, 
its  authority.     Twenty-first,  the  authority  of  the  Universal 
visible  Church.     The  following  regard  the  important  matters 
in  the  Church,  or  a  guide  for  its  services  and  efficacy  of  its 
rites.     Several  follies  which  were  prevalent  with  regard  to 

f  See  this  whole  Lecture,  to  explain  the  method  in  which  any  thing  added  may  be 
an  explanation. 
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men's  duties  as  citizens,  conclude  lier  system.     Hear  Bishop 
Jewel,  whose  Apology  is  an  authorized  work,  though  he  be 
but  as  an  "irreverent  Dissenter  i"*"*  "  We  have  declared  at  large 
unto  thee,   the  very  whole  matter  of  our  Religion,  what  our 
faith  is  of  God  the  Father,  of  his  only  Son  Jesus  Christ,  of 
the  Holy  Ghost,  of  the   Church,  of  the  Sacraments,  of  the 
Ministerie  of  Scriptures,  of  Ceremonies,  and  of  every  part  of 
Christian  belief."    Now  an  objection  may  be  raised  to  this,  as 
being  said  not  of  the  Articles,  but  of  the  Apology:  and  to  this 
I  answer,  that  the  coincidence  is  stronger;    for  here  Jewel 
mentions  the  whole  matter  of  our  Religion,  (not  the  whole 
matter  of  the  Popish  controversy,)  and  yet  he  only  mentions 
the   points  decided   in    the   Articles.     See,   again,   the  very 
object  of  the  Articles,  and  answer  how  far  that  could  be  ac- 
complished, unless  men  had  something  definite  as  a  "  system 
and  body  of  Divinity "  to  guide  them,  so  as  to  produce  "  a 
consent  touching  matters  of  Religion.''''^     See,  further,  the  ten- 
dency and  direct  meaning  of  the  Declaration  ^  prefixed  to  the 
Articles  :  "  To  conserve  and  maintain  the  Church  committed 
to  our  charge  in  unity  of  true  Religion,  and  in  the  bond  of 
peace,"  &c.  &c.     Let  me  ask,  how  the  unity  of  the  Church 
can  be  preserved,  if  all  heretics  can  tivist  the  true  meaning, 
or  if  the  Articles  are  so  vague  as  not  to  decide  systematically 
upon  matters  of  Faith  ?   "  The  Articles  ....  do  contain  the 
true  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  agreeable  to  God's 
word  :  " — "  prohibiting  the  least  difference  from  the  said  Ar- 
ticles."    "  The  true  doctrine "  surely  cannot  mean  "  a  part 

s  This  is  in  the  Canons,  and  therefore  the  Tractarians  must  haA^e  signed  it ;  and 
perhaps  its  authority  may  be  allowed  literally,  as  it  is  not  from  the  Articles. 

•*  This  declaration  was  of  the  King :  "  We  have,  therefore,  uppn  mature  delibera- 
tion, and  xviih  the  advice  of  so  many  of  our  Bishops  as  might  conveniently  be  called 
together,  thought  fit  to  make  the  declaration  following."  Thus  we  may  regard  this  as 
at  least  Cranmer's  act,  and  a  necessary  result  of  the  Articles  being  agreed  upon  in 
Convocation. 
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of  the  true  doctrine,''  therefore  the  Articles  must  contain  the 
whole  doctrine  of  our  Church ;  and  whence  have  Clergymen 
liberty  to  add  of  their  private  judgment  f  Or  how  can  au- 
thorities "  prohibit  any  difference,"  which  from  the  vagueness 
of  the  Articles  can  never  occur  \  Therefore  the  view  quoted 
from  the  Tract  No.  38,  and  the  Lectures,  and  on  which  the  as- 
sertion p.  4.  of  No.  90  depends,  is,  to  say  the  least,  not  founded 
on  reason  or  authority,  and  seems  to  be  part  of  the  "  novel 
and  schismatical  teaching,  the  tendency  of  which  is  to  develope 
itself  more  fully  as  it  advances.'"' 

To  enter  upon  the  question  more  fully  in  this  introduction 
is  impossible ;  and  as  remarks  with  regard  to  the  tendency  of 
these  views  and  subscription  will  be  brought  forward  in  the 
conclusion,  to  delay  upon  them  longer  will  be  unnecessary. 
But  let  the  Tractarians  consider,  whether  they  are  not  pro- 
ducing all  the  dangers  of  change,  without  any  of  its  beneficial 
results.  That  they  are  in  error,  and  have  not  the  consent  of 
the  Articles  in  their  literal  and  grammatical  sense,  (the 
Church's  rule,)  their  own  words  will  shew;  and  how  far 
sophistry  and  argumentative  conviction  may  prevail,  I  know 
not ;  but  of  one  thing  I  am  fully  conscious,  that  if  their 
principles  of  interpretation  prevail,  we  may  have  all  doctrine 
preached  in  our  pulpits,  but  that  which  is  scriptural,  catholic, 
and  true. 

That  Jewel,  as  has  been  said,  believed  our  Articles  to  be 
a  system,  will  be  evident  if  we  refer  to  the  17th  section,  ch.  i. 

of  his  Apology  : — "  So  we  therefore have  thought 

it  not  unreasonable  or  unprofitable  to  propound  openly  and 
freely  the  faith  in  which  we  stand,  and  all  that  hope  which  we 
have  in  Christ  Jesus,  that  all  may  see  what  we  think  of  every 
part  of  the  Christian  Religion,"  &c.  &c. :  and  in  accordance 
with  this  view  he  immediately  proceeds,  and  his  next  chapter 
''  contains  tho  doctrine  received  in  the  Church  of  England  ;" 
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and  this  we  find  to  be  the  same  as  that  propounded  in  the 
Articles ;  e.  g.  Of  God.  Christ.  Of  his  going  down  into  Hell. 
The  Holy  Ghost.  The  Church.  The  Pope's  supremacy.  The 
calling  of  Ministers.  Their  Authority  and  Keys.  Matrimony. 
Canonical  Scriptures.  The  Sacraments,  and  their  Number. 
Baptism  and  the  Lord''s  Supper.  Presence  of  Christ.  Tran- 
substantiation.  Purgatory,  and  the  subjects  of  the  other  Ar- 
ticles. 

Lest  any  persons  should  be  inclined  wrongly  to  suspect  the 
writer  of  No.  90,  of  having  pursued  a  novel  method  of  ex- 
plaining away  our  Articles,  I  subjoin  an  extract  from  Bishop 
Waterland,  a  high  authority  :  "  For  does  the  faith  of  Christ 
lie  in  words  only,  or  in  things  ?  or  is  the  repeating  of  the  bare 
letter  of  Scripture,  after  a  man  has  spirited  away  the  sense, 
delivering  divine  truths,  or  contradicting  and  defeating  them  ? 
To  make  the  case  plainer,  I  shall  illustrate  it  by  a  resembling 
instance.  Franciscus  a  Sancta  Clara,  a  known  papist,  (who 
published  his  book  A.D.  1634,)  contrived  to  make  our  Thirty- 
nine  Articles  speak  his  own  sentiments,  reconciling  them  with 
great  dexterity  and  most  amazing  subtilty  to  the  Council  of 
Trent.  Now  put  the  question,  whether  upon  his  thus  pro- 
fessing his  faith  in  Protestant  terms,  popishly  interpreted,  he 
could  justly  claim  every  privilege  of  a  Church  of  England 
man,  and  whether  we  were  bound  to  receive  him  as  a  fellow 
Protestant  I  A  very  little  share  of  common  sense,  I  presume, 
will  be  sufficient  to  determine  the  question  in  the  negative." 
Waterland  on  the  Trinity,  p.  211.  ed.  Camb.  1800. 
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1.  Holy  Scripture^  and  the  Authority  of  the  Church. 
Articles  VI.  and  XX. 

However  much  we  may  object  to  the  method  of  quotation 
and  parenthesis  pursued,  other  matters  of  higher  importance 
will  occupy  our  attention  ;  but  we  must  continually  bear  in 
mind,  that  an  "  argumentative  answer"  is  the  sco]^e  of  this 
Tracts  and  by  this  we  are  to  interpret  it.  This  section  pro- 
fesses to  inquire,  (1.)  what  is  meant  by  Holy  Scripture?  and 
we  may  infer  that  there  is  some  difficulty  to  be  explained 
away  in  reference  to  this  point,  or  it  would  not  have  been  dis- 
cussed at  all.  The  first  words  on  this  subject  appear  to  say 
that  the  difficulty  is  not  here  :  "  And  the  books  of  Holy 
Scripture  are  enumerated  in  the  latter  part  of  the  Article,  so 
as  to  preclude  question  ;'*''  but  this  is  not  all,  as  the  writer 
proceeds — "  Still  two  points  deserve  notice."*^  But  before  we 
enter  upon  these,  we  must  digress  to  a  point  not  here  ques- 
tioned, i.  e.  How  far  the  Articles  imply  or  express  the  in- 
spiration of  Scripture  \  for  it  seems  a  matter  worthy  of  atten- 
tion. Passages  where  our  Articles  are  said  not  to  mention  it 
have  been  quoted. 

The  heading  of  the  Article  in  the  Latin  is,  *'  De  divinis 
Scripturis,  quod  sufficiant  ad  salutem.'*''  The  Article  com- 
mences in  the  Latin,  "  Scriptura  sacra  continet  omnia,  quae  ad 
salutem  sunt  necessaria."  Now  let  me  ask,  what  is  meant  by 
"sacra"'"'  and  "  divi-na,"*'  unless  some  distinctive  title  is  here 
given  to  inspired  writings  over  all  others?  and  that  both  of 
them  refer  to  the  Canonical  books  only  is  shewn  from  the 
words  which  follow,  by  which  they  are  placed  in  connection 
with  things  necessary  to  salvation. 
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**  Sacred   and   divine""  are    high  words   to   apply   to  any 
writing;  and  who  could  apply  them  to  any  writings  unless 
from  God  ?    But,  further,  they  are  said  to  contain  all  things 
necessary  to  salvation  ;  and  surely  no  writing  can  be  of  such 
awful   importance,    unless   inspired    and    from    God.      From 
these  we  prove  our  faith,  and  know  all  things ;  and  must  they 
not  then  be  more  than  human  ?    These  reveal  the  will  of  God 
to  us ;  and  shall  we  not  call  them  a  revelation  1    Can  we  dis- 
cover a  method  of  salvation  for  ourselves  ?  and  if  we  cannot, 
God  must  have  revealed  himself  to  us  in  some  books,  or  in 
some  way,  and  this  our  Article  declares  to  be  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures.    It   would   seem  a  contradiction  to  common  sense  to 
say,  that  such  words  as  are  used  in  our  Articles  could  be  said 
of  any  other  writing  than  the  revealed  will  of  God ;  and  if 
they  can  only  thus  be  used,  to  whatever  they  are  applied,  to 
these  also  must  be  attached,  that  they  are  inspired.     The 
attack  on  this  Article  is  only  another  specimen  of  the  method 
pursued  by  the  Tractarian  party,  which  must  expose  to  all 
doubts  and  fears  the  people  in  this  country,  and  that,  too,  on 
the  most  important  points.* 

*  We  may  refer  to   anotter  matter  in  Catholic  teaching,  which  has  also  been 
omitted  in  No.  90.     Let  us  compare  two  passages. 


Jjectures  on  Romanism^  p.  399. 
"Nothing,  I  think,  is  plainer  from 
these  extracts,  than  that  the  authors  of 
them  looked  upon  Scripture  as  the  public 
standard  of  proof,  the  tribunal  of  appeal, 
in  controversy,  however  conclusive  the  ar- 
gument from  Catholic  Tradition  might  be 
for  private  conviction.  Now  how  strik- 
ingly coincident  with  this  view  are  the 
words  of  our  Articles !  *  Holy  Scripture 
containeth  all  things  necessary  to  salva- 
tion, so  that '  (i.  e.  in  such  sense  that) 
'  whatsoever  is  not  read  therein,  nor  may 
be  proved  thereby,  is  not  to  be  required  of 
any  man.'  The  Article  is  altogether  of  a 
polemical  character." 


Lectures  on  Romanism,  p.  344. 

"  The  Article  is  certainly  engaged  in 
stating  a  great  principle ;  it  begins  with  a 
formal  enunciation,  as  if  uttering  what  it 
felt  to  be  a  bulwark  of  the  Truth  and  an 
antidote  against  the  errors  of  the  times.'* 
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The  first  point  discussed,  is  not  of  that  importance  to  this 
subject,  as  to  induce  me  to  enter  fully  upon  the  question,  and 
therefore  let  us  turn  to  the  second  observation :  "  And  next 
be  it  observed  that  the  books,  which  are  commonly  called 
Apocrypha,  are  not  asserted  in  this  Article  to  be  destitute  of 
inspiration,  or  to  be  simply  human,  but  to  be  not  canonical ; 
in  other  words,  to  differ  from  canonical  Scripture,  specially  in 
this  respect,  viz.  that  they  are  not  adducible  in  proof  of  doc- 
trine." Examine  this  passage  closely,  and  you  will  find  no 
assertion  in  favour  of  the  inspiration  ;  yet  no  single  individual 
can  read  it  without  understanding  it  to  hint,  that  our  Church 
does  not  negative  the  inspiration  of  the  Apocrypha.  Before 
we  enter  upon  the  question  of  authorities  produced  in  support 
of  this  half-view,  we  will  endeavour  to  shew,  by  the  same  line 
of  argument  as  in  the  inspiration  of  Scripture^  that  our 
Church  does  declare  to  all  who  can  "  unfeignedly  and  ex  animo^'' 
sign  her  Articles,  "  that  she  rejects  the  inspiration  of  the 
Apocrypha.^  If  Holy  Scriptures  are  canonical  books,  and 
canonical  books  alone  are  Holy  Scriptures,  as  is  shewn  in  the 
second  clause  of  this  Article,  then  what  are  other  books  ? 
To  say  the  least,  not  holy,  not  divine ;  for  we  have  shewn  the 


"  A  bulwark  of  the  Truth  "  seems  little  adapted  to  the  concluding  words  of  this 
paragraph,  which  is  exactly  as  in  the  copy  of  the  Lectures  ;  and  who  is  there  that  on 
reading  this  would  not  form  an  incorrect  notion  of  our  Article,  from  the  method 
of  punctuation  observed,  and  from  the  words  in  Italics  ?  See  the  45th  Tract,  p.  4. 
where,  by  the  same  Article  falsely,  or  rather  short-quoted,  the  sense  of  it  is  quite 
altered,  and  contradicts  the  Homily.  "  For  in  Holy  Scripture  \%  fully  contained  what 
we  ought  to  do^"  &c. 

^  Suppose  we  pursue  the  Tractarian  argument,  and  follow  Augustine  De  Doctr. 
Chr.  ii.  8,  it  is  quite  possible  to  prove  that  the  words  "  those  canonical  books," 
mean  those  of  the  canonical  books,  of  whose  authority  there  never  hath  been  any 
doubt,"  as  though  all  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament  were  canonical,  and  the 
present  received  Bible  was  made  up  of  such  books  as  were  never  doubted.  Now 
this  might  easily  be  done,  and  proved  from  Augustine,  as  we  shall  see.  Yet,  surely, 
we  must  understand  canon  in  an  Anglican  sense,  and  by  its  received  sense. 
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term  divina  to  apply  to  the  same  thing  as  the  sacra.  Why 
do  the  Holy  Scripture  and  the  Apocrypha  differ  specially  in 
point  of  doctrine  ?  For  now  I  take  the  Tractarian  point,  and 
will  endeavour  to  shew,  that  if  they  differ  on  point  of  doc- 
trine, it  is  quite  enough  to  prove  that  they  are  not  inspired. 
Inspiration  must  either  render  a  man  infallible,  or  leave  him 
as  he  was  before,  fallible.  If  it  renders  him  infallible,  he 
must  be  so  in  all  points ;  and  therefore  the  writers  cannot  err 
in  doctrine  ;  but  the  Apocrypha  does  err  in  doctrine,  therefore 
it  is  not  infallibly  inspired.  Again,  if  the  inspiration  be  but 
fallible,  then  it  would  have  been  absurd  to  mention  it  in  the 
Articles ;  inasmuch  as  by  confessing  them  profitable,  they 
allow  that  they  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  inspired.  But  let 
there  be  no  confusion  as  to  this  point,  for  the  Apocrypha  is 
not  inspired  in  a  scriptural  sense ;  and  it  might  be  said  with 
Chrysostom,  "  I  know  that  many  of  the  holy  fathers  have 
spoken  of  the  creation,  and  have  said  many  great  and  glorious 
things  as  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  measured  unto  them. 
Yet,  though  many  great  and  glorious  things  have  been  spoken, 
nothing  hinders  us  also  to  speak  as  the  grace  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  may  have  guided  us.''  (De  Mundi  Great.  1.  i.)  But 
infallible  inspiration  was  implied  in  the  Article  as  belonging 
to  Holy  Scripture ;  and  from  this  Holy  Scripture  it  excludes 
the  Apocrypha,  and  declares  it  to  be  fallible  ;  and  how  then 
can  it  be  inspired  ?  If  it  were  inspired  in  any  other  sense 
than  as  Chrysostom,  it  would  be  an  infallible  authority,  and 
consequently  teach  infallibly;  but  it  teaches  wrong  in  doctrine, 
(as  the  Article  implies,)  and  therefore  is  not  inspired  in  a 
sense  which  admits  of  being  placed  any  higher  than  human. 
Thus  much  for  proof  from  the  Article:  but  a  text  of  Scripture 
on  this  last  point  sets  the  matter  at  rest.  "  All  Scripture  is 
given  by  inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for 
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J*eproof,"  &c.  All  Scripture,  {iraa-a  ypacfyrj,)  (here  there  is  no 
exception,  no  omission  :)  all  Scripture — how  can  we  say  that 
the  Apocrypha  is  profitable  for  these  things?  Our  Article 
and  Anglican  teaching  denies  it  of  the  Apocryjiha,  and 
consequently  denies  of  the  Apocrypha  that  it  is  a  part  of 
Scripture.  Whence,  then,  its  inspiration  ?  Or,  whence  the 
need  for  our  Church  to  assert  the  same  thing  over  and 
over  again,  to  convince  those  who  might  be  disposed  to  raise 
objections  and  pervert  them  ?  The.  words  which  follow  the 
quotation  from  Jerom  place  the  views  of  the  Tractarian  be- 
yond doubt :  "  That  this  is  the  limit  to  which  our  disparage- 
ment of  them  extends,  is  plain,  not  only  because  the  Article 
mentions  nothing  beyond  it,  but  also  from  the  reverential 
manner  in  which  the  Homilies  speak  of  them,  as  shall  be  in- 
cidentally shewn  in  Section  XI.''  So  our  Church  has  dis- 
paraged the  Apocrypha,  but  yet  only  to  a  certain  limit ;  i.  e. 
as  hinted  above,  the  Church^  considers  them  inspired,  only 
not  so  inspired  as  to  prove  doctrine.  Now  we  have  shewn 
that  they  cannot  be  inspired,  and  that  the  Church  does 
not  consider  them  so :  but  the  objection  from  the  Homilies 
shall  be  answered  incidentally,  as  in  No.  90.  (See  Ap- 
pendix A.) 

If  the  Church  be  a  witness  of  the  truth,  how  can  she  sur- 
render from  the  Canon  that  which  has  an  equal  claim  to  be 
contained  in  it  ? 

But  further  on  we  have  the  authority  of  two  fathers  ad- 
duced to  prove  that  "  such  reverence"  (i.  e.  holding  them  in- 
spired) is  compatible  with  "  such  disparagement,""  (i.  e.  reject- 

*=  The  Church  might  read  the  Homilies  of  Chrysostom,  and  some  great  admirers 
of  this  Father  might  claim  him  as  a  guide  in  matters  of  faith  ;  and  if  the  Church 
denied  him  as  a  guide,  and  yet  said  he  had  some  good  in  him,  shall  we  thenceforth 
rise  up  and  say,  the  Church  allows  his  inspiration  ? 
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ing  them  from  the  Canon,)  "  both  of  whom  imply  more  or  less 
iheir  inferiority  to  canonical  Scripture,  yet  use  them  freely 
and  continually,  and  speak  of  them  as  Scripture.  St.  Augus- 
tine says,"*** 

DE  DOCT.  CHRIST.  11.  8. 


St.  Augustine,  as  in  the  Bene- 
dictine Edition. 
^'Tenebit  igitur  hunc  mo- 
dum  in  Scripturis  Canonicis 
ut  eas,  quae  ab  omnibus  acci- 
piuntur ecclesiis  Catholicis, 
praeponat  eis,  quas  qusedam 
non  accipiuut." 


St.  Augustine,  as  quoted  p.  6. 

No.  90. 

"  Those  books  which  are  re- 
ceived by  all  the  Churches  (the 
very  language  of  the  Article) 
should  be  preferred  to  those 
which  are  not  received  by  all, 
and  should  be  accorded  great- 
er authority  ."*"' 

(Given  exactly  as  in  p.  6.) 

Here  I  have  given  parallel  the  two  quotations ;  and  after 
shewing  some  few  omissions,  I  shall  shew  to  a  certainty  that 
Augustine  has  no  more  in  this  chapter  to  support  the  Tractarian 
view,  than  to  overturn  the  Newtonian  System.  First,  I  have 
a  charge  that  the  writer  has  omitted  the  two  most  important 
words,  and  has  given  such  a  translation  as  entirely  to  alter  the 
sense  of  the  passage.  This  may  perhaps  appear  a  bold  as- 
sertion, but  yet  perfectly  true. 

So  extraordinary  is  this  misapplication,  that  unless  history 
had  rendered  it  impossible  that  I  can  be  mistaken,  (as  I 
will  shew  presently,)  I  should  have  feared  to  make  the  attack  ; 
but  chapter  and  book  are  given,  and  the  passage  which  I  have 
placed  in  parallels  is  the  only  one  in  any  degree  alike.  In 
this  a  rough  translation  is  given,  and  these  words  are  put  in 
italics,  and  said  to  be  the  very  language  of  the  Article ;  a 
strange  coincidence ;  whereas  the  orginal  has  "ab  omnibus  ec- 
clesiis Catholicis,^^  which  quite  alters  the  parallel  in  words,  and 
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proves  that  St.  Augustine  considered  that  there  was  more  than 
one  Catholic  Church. 

But  there  is  another  charge,  that  this  quotation  is  turned  so 
as  to  signify  something  utterly  different  from  the  original ;  and 
if  a  literal  translation  had  been  given,  the  passage  never  could 
have  been  here  quoted.  For  instance,  the  writer  of  No.  90 
wishes  to  give  some  authority  to  the  Apocrypha,  though  "  not 
canonical;"*'  and  the  extract  being  only  with  regard  to  ca- 
nonical Scripture,  cannot  apply  at  all  to  the  Apocrypha  unless 
it  is  canonical,  since  the  Latin  is  in  Canonicis  Scripturis,  and 
points  out  a  rule  for  discriminating  between  them.  Perhaps 
the  best  method  of  exhibiting  this  opposition  will  be  to  give 
that  part  of  the  chapter  which  refers  to  the  matter.  The 
chapter  commences  with  an  exhortation  to  read  Scripture  and 
avoid  other  books,  and  then  commences  as  to  these  canonical 
books. 

"  In  Canonicis  autem  Scripturis  ecclesiarum  Catholicarum 
quam  plurium  auctoritatem  sequatur,  inter  quas  sane  illae  sint, 
quae  Apostolicas  sedes  habere  et  epistolas  accipere  meruerunt. 
Tenebit  igitur  hunc  modum  in  Scripturis  Canonicis^  ut  eas  quae 
ah  omnibus  accipiuntur  Ecclesiis  Catholicism  praeponat  eis  quas 
quaedam  non  accipiunt.  In  eis  vero,  quae  non  accipiuntur  ab 
omnibus,  praeponat  eas,  quas  plures  gravioresque  accipiunt,  eis 
q^as  pauciores  minorisque  auctoritatis  ecclesiaB  tenent.  Si 
autem  alias  invenerit  a  pluribus  alias  a  gravioribus  haberi, 
quanquam  hoc  facile  inveniri  non  possit,  aequalis  tamen  aucto- 
ritatis eas  habendas  puto.  Totus  autem  Canon  Scripturarum^ 
in  quo  istam  considerationem  versandum  dicimus,  his  libris 
continetur.""  Here  follows  an  enumeration  of  Scripture,  in 
which  the  Apocrypha  is  included.  Thus,  in  a  word,  Augustine 
considers  the  Apocrypha  canonical;  and  yet  the  writer  of 
No.  90,  well  read  in  Patristic  lore,  we  may  presume,  so  far 
forgets  himself  and  Augustine's  views  as  to  produce  him  as 
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one  of  two  witnesses  in  proof  of  an  assertion,  that  "  we  might 
disparage  the  Apocrypha  by  excluding  it  from  the  Canon,  and 
yet  treat  it  with  some  reverence."  How  far  then  is  the  as- 
sertion verified  ?  "  both  of  whom  (Augustine  and  Jerom)  imply 
more  or  less  their  inferiority  to  canonical  Scripture."" 

The  syllogism  which  follows  is  one  which  cannot  stand. 

The  major  premiss  ;:^bad  translation,  as  shewn. 

The  minor  premiss  contradicts  the  authority  on  which  the 
major  rests. 


Minor  Premiss. 

Books  which  are  canonical 
cannot  have  less  authority 
than  others. 


Augustine^  from  whom  the 
Major  is  a  wrong  transla- 
tion^ as  shewn  hy  'parallel  in 
p.  25. 

In  eis  vero,  quae  non  acci- 
piuntur ab  omnibus,  prseponat 
eas,  quas  plures  gravioresque 
accipiunt,  eis  quas  pauciores 
I  minorisque  auctoritatis  eccle- 
»  I  sise  tenent. 

That  the  words  in  eis  can  only  refer  to  the  canonical 
Scriptures,  and  that  in  consequence  the  authority  of  some 
canonical  books,  in  the  opinion  of  St.  Augustine,  is  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  that  of  others,  will  be  plain  and  evident  to  all  who 
read  the  chapter  above  quoted. 

The  conclusion,  then,  only  remains :  "  It  follows,  accord- 
ing to  St.  Augustine,  that  those  books  which  are  not  received 
by  all  the  churches  are  not  canonical.''"*  As  the  premisses,  so 
the  conclusion  will  be  seen,  by  comparison  with  the  passages 
above  quoted,  to  be  utterly  contrary  to  Augustine^s  meaning. 

But  historical  testimony  has  been  alluded  to,  and  now  let 
us  examine  it.  History,  as  well  as  the  chapter  quoted,  shews 
that  Augustine  received   the  Apocrypha  as  canonical ;    and 
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let  us  hear  Bishop  Marsh  on  this  point :   (Comparative  View, 
p.  95.) 

"  Such  was  the  state  of  things,  when  the  Greek  Bible  was 
adopted  by  the  early  Latin  Church,  as  a  kind  of  original  for 
the  Old  Testament.  And,  as  the  Latin  translator  or  trans- 
lators were  unable  to  discriminate  between  books  originally 
Greeks  and  books  originally  Hebreio^  they  translated  them  in 
the  mass,  and  received  them  with  equal  'Generation^  (pari 
pietatis  afFectu  ac  reverentia.)  Hence  the  celebrated  St.  Au- 
gustine, bishop  of  Hippo,  whose  reading  was  chiefly  confined 
to  works  in  his  native  language,  regarded  all  the  books  of 
the  Latin  Version  as  books  of  canonical  authority.  In  his 
treatise  L>e  Doctrind  Christiana^  he  has  stated  what  he  calls 
the  'Whole  Canon  of  Scripture,"  (Totus  Canon  Scripturarum  ;) 
and  in  this  Canon  he  expressly  names  the  books  of  Tobit, 
Judith,  Wisdom,  Ecclesiasticus,  and  two  books  of  Maccabees.'^ 
No  notice  indeed  is  taken  in  this  Canon,  either  of  the  apo- 
cryphal  parts  of  Esther  and  Daniel,  or  of  the  book  of  Baruch. 

"^  Totus  autem  Canon  Scripturarum,  in  quo  istam  considerationem  versandam 
dicimus,  his  libris  continetur;  quinque  Moyseos,  id  est,  Geneai,  Exodo,  Levitico, 
Nuraeris,  Deuteronomio  ;  et  uno  libro  Jesu  Nave  ;  uno  Judicum,  uno  libello,  qui 
appellatur  Ruth,  qui  magis  ad  Regnorum  principium  videtnr  pertinere :  deinde  quatuor 
Regnonim,  et  duobus  Paralipomenon,  non  consequentibus,  sed  quasi  a  latere  adjunctis, 
simulque  pergentibus.  Haec  est  historia,  quae  sibinet  annexa  tempera  continet,  atque 
ordinem  rerum.  Sunt  aliae  tanquam  ex  diverse  ordine,  quae  neque  huic  ordini,  neque 
inter  se  connectuntur :  sicut  est  Job,  et  Tobias^  et  Esther,  et  Judith,  et  Machabceorum 
libri  duo,  et  Esdrae  duo,  qui  magis  subsequi  videntur  ordinatam  illam  historiam  usque 
ad  Regnorum  et  Paralipomenon  tenninatam.  Deinde  Prophetse  ;  in  quibus  David 
unus  liber  Psalmorum,  et  Salomonis  tres,  Proverbierum,  Cantica  Canticerum,  et  Ec- 
clesiastes.  Nam  illi  duo  libri,  unus,  qui  Sapientia,  et  alius  qui  Ecclesiasticus  inscri- 
bitur,  de  quadam  similitudine  Salomonis  dicuntur  ;  nam  Jesus  Sirach  eos  conscripsisse 
constantissime  perhibetur ;  qui  tamen,  quoniam  in  auctoritatem  recipi  meruerunt, 
inter  propJteticos  numerandi  sunt.  Augustini  0pp.  tem.  iii,  p,  i,  p.  23,  ed.  Benedict. 
He  then  mentions  by  name  each  of  the  sixteen  prophetical  books  ;  and  concludes  with 
the  observation,  His  quadraginta  quatuor  libris  Testamenti  Veteris  terminatur  aucto- 
ritas. — His  Canon  of  the  Netv  Testament,  which  is  subjoined  to  his  Canon  of  the  Old 
Testament,  is  exactly  the  same  with  our  own. 
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But  as  in  the  Latin  Version  the  two  former  were  constituent 
parts  of  Esther  and  Daniel,  and  Baruch  was  an  appendage  to 
Jeremiah,  the  very  circumstance  of  his  mentioning  those  books 
without  an  observation,  shews  that  he  received  those  books 
entire^  (Hbros  ipsos  integros,  cum  omnibus  suis  partibus.*) 

"  At  length,  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  a  new 
Latin  translation  of  the  Old  Testament  was  published  by 
Jerom.*  And  this  translation  was  made,  not,  like  the  old 
Latin  translation,  from  the  Greek  version,  but  from  the 
Hehrew  original.  From  that  period,  the  difference  between 
the  Latin  Canon  and  the  Hehrew  Canon  became  generally 
known  :  and  Jerom  himself  has  clearly  explained  it  in  his 
Prologus  galeatus.  ^  He  has  there  enumerated  the  books  con- 
tained in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  '  that  we  may  know,  that  what- 
ever is  leside  them,  should  be  placed  among  the  Apocri/pha.^ 

"  ^  Though  we  are  not  at  present  concerned  with  the  Canon  of  the  Greek  Church, 
it  will  not  be  superfluous  to  observe,  that  the  Greek  Fathers  did  not  make  such  mis- 
takes in  regard  to  the  canonical  writings  of  the  Old  Testament,  as  the  Latin  Fathers. 
But  even  the  Greek  Fathers  were  sometimes  led  into  mistakes  by  the  use  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  and  its  intermixture  of  apocrj-phal  with  canonical  books.  Modem  writers 
on  the  Canon  of  the  Old  Testament  have  frequently  attempted  to  explain  the  mistakes 
both  of  the  Greek  and  of  the  Latin  Fathers,  by  contending  that,  when  they  ascribe 
canonical  authority  to  an  apocryphal  book,  they  do  it  only  to  a  certain  degree,  or 
under  certain  limitations.  Now  a  book  is  either  cano7iical,  or  it  is  not  canonical : 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  medium.  Indeed  such  explanations  are  mere  subterfuges, 
founded  on  the  false  notion,  that  the  Canon  of  the  Old  Testament  must  be  regulated 
by  the  opinions  of  the  Fathers.  It  must  be  regulated  tvholly  and  solely  by  the  answer 
to  the  question  ;  What  books  were  contained  in  those  Hebrew  Scriptures,  which  re- 
ceived the  sanction  of  our  Saviour  1 

"  ^  It  was  begun  before  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  but  not  finished  till  after 
the  year  405.  See  Martianay's  second  Prolegomenon  to  the  Divina  Bibliotheca 
Hieronymi. 

"  8  The  Prologus  galeatus  was  so  called,  because  it  was  considered  as  a  sort  of 
helmet,  at  the  head  of  Jerom 's  translation  of  the  Hebrew  Bible.  Indeed,  Jerom  him- 
self calls  it  galeatum  principium  omnibus  libris,  quos  de  Hebraeo  vertimus  in  Latinum. 
It  is  called  also  Praefatio  Hieronymi  de  omnibus  libris  Veteris  Testamenti,  and  is 
printed  under  that  name  in  the  Benedictine  edition  of  Jerom's  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  318 — 

"  ^  Ut  scire  valeamus,  quicquid  e.itra  hos  est,  inter  ^ATrSKpvcpa  esse  ponendum. 
Ih.  p.  322. 
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But  though  Jerom  was  far  the  most  learned  among  the  Latin 
Fathers,  his  opinion  on  the  Canon  of  Scripture  did  not  prevail 
in  the  Church  of  Rome.  The  books,  which  he  had  termed 
apocr^phal^  were  not  only  retained  in  the  Latin  version,  but 
retained  intermixed^  as  before,  with  the  books  confessedly 
canonical.  Thus  the  Canon  of  Augustine  continued  to  be  the 
Canon  of  the  ruling  party.  But,  as  there  were  not  wanting 
persons,  especially  among  the  learned^  who,  from  time  to 
time,  recommended  the  Canon  of  Jerom,  it  was  necessary  for 
the  Council  of  Trent  to  decide  between  the  contending  parties. 
And,  as  Luther,  on  the  one  hand,  decided  in  favour  of  Jerom,* 
the  Council  of  Trent,  on  the  other  hand,  decided  in  favour  of 
Augustine.  Hence  also  we  discover  (what  is  not  generally 
known)  the  reason  why  the  Council  of  Trent  omitted  the  third 
and  fourth  books  of  Esdras,  with  the  Prayer  of  Manasses. 
They  were  omitted  in  the  catalogue  of  Augustine.''''"' 

This  quotation  throws  considerable  light  on  the  canonicity 
of  Scripture,  and  also  confirms  the  view  given  of  Augustine's 
meaning.  We  may  conclude,  from  most  certain  evidence, 
that  the  passage  of  Augustine  is  misapplied  in  consequence  of 
misquotation^  and  made  to  distinguish  between  Canonical  and 
Apocryphal  books,  which  Augustine,  it  seems,  does  not. 

After  having  found  that  this  authority  has  fallen  to  the 
ground  and  has  "rather"''  entangled  the  writer  of  No.  90, 
perhaps  we  shall  discover  something  "  more  express  and 
pertinent'"'   in   Jerom.     But   with   regard   to   his  authority, 

"  '  The  books,  and  parts  of  books,  of  which  Jerom  had  said  that  they  should  be 
placed  '  inter  dir<^/cpu</>a,'  were  separated  in  Luther's  German  translation  from  the 
books  contained  in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  and  placed  together  by  themselves  under  the 
title  '  Apocrypha  ;  that  is,  Books,  which  are  not  to  be  considered  as  equal  to  Hdy 
Scripture^  and  yet  are  useful  and  good  to  read.' 

"  ''  If  it  be  asked  why  Augustine  liimself  omitted  them,  an  answer  may  easily 
be  given.  The  fourth  book  of  Esdras,  or  the  second  apocryphal  book  of  Esdras,  is 
neither  contained  in  the  present  copies  of  the  Septuagint,  nor  is  it  known  to  have 
ever  occupied  a  place  in  it ;  though  it  once  probably  existed  elseivhere  in  Greek.  (See 
Fabricii  Bib.  Graeca,  torn,  iii,  p.  744.  ed.  Harles.)" 
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what  is  it  ?  '*  he  distinctly  names  many  of  the  books  which 
he  considers  not  canonical,  and  virtually  names  them  all  by 
naming  which  ar^  canonical;*"  and  is  this  a  proof  of  his  reverence, 
or  not-disparagement  1  If  so,  then  also  our  Article  proves  the 
point,  and  the  writer  need  not  have  referred  to  Jerom.  Two 
quotations  follow,  and  these  do  prove  that  Jerom  mentions 
certain  apocryphal  books  as  not  in  the  Canon  :  but  this  no  one 
doubts ;  and  I  cannot  understand  the  reason  of  their  introduc- 
tion, unless  to  supply  a  want  of  any  single  extract  to  prove 
the  point  asserted.  This  matter  is  concluded  by  an  assertion 
utterly  unsupported  by  any  proof:  but  even  if  it  were  proved, 
it  in  no  degree  asserts  the  inspiration  of  the  Apocrypha, 
unless  reverence  or  respect  for  any  thing  necessarily  implies  an 
immediate  divine  origin.  One  observation  occurs  in  reference 
to  this  point :  why  is  there  no  distinction  made  between 
canonical  and  sacred  writings  (if  there  is  any)  in  the  standard 
writers  of  our  Church  l  Why  is  this  theory  now  broached 
for  the  first  time,  if  this  was  the  interpretation  of  Catholics 
in  the  days  of  the  Reformation,  and  if  this  was  their  "  argu- 
mentative answer  V  The  Homily  on  the  Holy  Scriptures 
makes  no  such  distinction  ;  for  it  never  mentions  the  Apo- 
crypha, nor  does  it  even  quote  it.  We  need  neither  the 
Canon  of  Rome,  nor  any  such  perversion  of  the  plain  meaning 
of  words.  What  again  is  the  opinion  of  Hooker?  Has  he 
made  this  distinction  in  any  shape  or  degree  in  his  discussion 
on  Holy  Scripture  2  (book  i.)  On  the  contrary,  he  continually 
explains  the  necessary  effects  of  Scripture,  and  agrees  literally 
with  the  Article,  yet  never  mentions  the  Apocrypha,  nor  does 
he  imply  the  existence  of  other  inspired  writers  ;  and  surely  in 
such  a  discussion  it  was  necessary,  if  the  Apocrypha  be  an 
inspired  book.  Again,  hear  Jewel,  "  The  Scriptures  are  the 
word  of  God  :  What  title  can  there  be  of  greater  value  l  what 
may  be  said  to  make  them  of  greater  authority,  than  to  say 
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the  Lord  hath  spoken  them  ?  that  they  came  not  by  the  will 
of  men,  but  holy  men  of  God  spake  as  they  were  moved  by  the 
Holy  Ghost.'"*  (Jewel  on  the  Holy  Scriptures.)  This  can  in 
no  degree  be  applied  to  the  Apocrypha.  See  Bishop  Hall, 
"  No  peace  with  Rome,"  section  14.  "  Six  whole  books  should 
by  their  fatherhoods  of  Trent,  under  pain  of  a  curse,  im- 
periously be  obtruded  upon  God  and  his  Church!'''  See  also 
Usher,  and  other  divines.  It  would  not  have  any  beneficial 
effect  to  give  more  quotations ;  nor  is  it  required,  as  the  view 
brought  forward  in  No.  90  is  not  supported  by  any. 

The  next  paragraph  concerns  the  received  version,  and  we 
find  some  observations  of  which  the  only  end  is  to  unsettle 
men"'s  minds ;  for  the  translation  is  declared  to  have  been 
"  made  and  authorized  by  royal  command,  which  cannot  be 
supposed  to  have  any  claim  upon  our  interior  consent :  "*'  but 
surely  this  is  not  the  most  fair  method  of  stating  the  fact ;  for 
our  translation  is  not  a  selection  by  the  King  from  a  number 
of  others,  but  merely  his  act,  so  far  forth  as  he  appointed 
those  great  and  learned  men  the  Translators.  This  act  was 
merely  the  official  part ;  and  from  the  men  engaged  on  the 
work,  we  have  every  reason  to  assent  to  the  correctness  of  the 
translation. 

3.  The  adjustment  between  the  respective  offices  of  Scrip- 
ture and  the  Church. 

"  From  this  it  appears,  first,  that  the  Church  expounds  and 
enforces  the  faith ;''''  (pbtrudit^  or,  as  other  copies,  ohtendit ;) 
"  for  it  is  forbidden  to  expound  in  a  particular  way,  or  so  to 
enforce  as  to  obtrude  :  next,  that  it  derives  the  faith  ivholly 
from  Scripture:  thirdly,  that  its  office  is  to  educe  an  har- 
monious interpretation  of  Scripture.  Thus  much  the  Article 
settles.  Two  important  questions  however  it  does  not  settle,  viz. 
whether  the  Church  judges,  first,  at  her  sole  discretion;  next, 
on  her  sole  responsibility/ ;  i.  e.  first,  what  the  media  are  by 
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divine  gift,  or  Catholic  tradition,  or  critical  exegesis  of  the  text, 
or  in  any  other  way:  and  next,  who  is  to  decide  whether  it  in- 
terprets Scripture  rightly,  or  not ;  what  is  her  method,  if  any; 
who  is  her  judge,  if  any.  In  other  words,  not  a  word  is  said,  on 
the  one  hand,  in  favour  of  Scripture  having  no  rule  or  method 
to  fix  interpretation  by,  or,  as  it  is  commonly  expressed,  heinp  the 
sole  rule  of  faith ;  nor,  on  the  other,  of  the  private  judgment  of 
the  individual  being  the  ultimate  standard  of  interpretation."" 
I  have  given  the  whole  passage,  because  it  is  such  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  method  by  which  the  plainest  statements  may 
be  made  unintelligible.  For  instance,  the  conclusion  ar- 
rived at  from  the  three  points  declared  as  the  teaching  of  the 
two  Articles  is,  that  two  points  are  unsettled.  But  if  the 
Article  had  been  allowed  to  explain  itself,  neither  of  these 
doubts  could  have  arisen.  The  Article  commences  by  an  as- 
sertion of  authority,  yet  the  Tractarian  omits  that  entirely;  I 
will  not  say,  because  it  is  the  turning  point  of  the  Article,  but 
perhaps  from  oversight.  Now  let  us  examine  the  question 
more  fully.  Authority/  in  matters  of  faith  is  declared  to  belong 
to  the  Church,  and  the  first  question  which  would  suggest 
itself  is,  to  what  extent  is  that  authority?  If  any  one  gives 
a  friend  authority  to  complete  a  purchase  or  transact  other 
business,  and  does  not  give  him-  any  further  advice,  or  con- 
fine him  by  any  restrictions,  then  all  would  hold,  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  commission  was  given  had  unlimited 
authority.  Again,  if  any  one  commissions  his  friend,  and  tells 
him,  in  the  transaction,  to  avoid  some  one  course  or  some  two 
acts,  the  authority  is  limited  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  the 
words  extend,  and  consequently  a  discretionary  power  is 
allowed  in  all  other  points.  This  must  be  granted  by  all  as 
evidently  the  case,  and  therefore  we  may  apply  it  to  this 
Article.     Does  the  Church  receive  her  authority  unshackled, 
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and  are  there  no  restrictions  ?  Certainly,  some  restrictions  are 
mentioned  in  the  Article.  To  the  authority  it  is  attached,  (1.) 
that  it  must  not  interpret  contradictorily ;  (2.)  that  "  besides 
the  same,  (i.  e.  Holy  Writ,)  it  ought  not  to  enforce  any  thing 
to  be  believed  for  necessity  of  salvation."  Now  apply  the  in- 
stance taken  to  the  Church,  and  we  may  say  that  the  autho- 
rity is  limited  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  these  two  points,  and 
that  consequently  a  discretionary  power  is  allowed  in  all  other 
points.  That  these  limitations  form  the  exception  to  un- 
limited authority,  is  clear ;  and  if  any  other  limitations  can  be 
shewn,  they  are  only  joined  to  those  previously  existing,  and 
in  nowise  disqualify  the  remaining  authority.  If  this  be 
correct,  can  it  be  said  that  the  Article  does  not  settle  whether 
the  Church  judges  at  her  sole  discretion  ?  No ;  for  the  limit 
(1.)  is,  that  Scripture  must  be  interpreted  harmoniously;' 
(i.  e.  that  Scripture  must  be  interpreted  according  to  Scrip- 
ture :)  (2.)  that  nothing  must  be  added  besides  the  Bible ; 
(i.  e.  that  tradition  can  never  be  brought  forward  to  prove 
doctrine.)  So  that,  also,  it  is  left  to  the  Church  "  to  decide  on 
the  media  by  which  she  interprets  Scripture ;"  and  surely  if 
the  Church  is  an  authoritative  guide  in  interpreting  Holy 
Writ — surely  if  this  high  dignity  can  be  granted  her,  we 
may,  at  least,  not  wonder  that  the  choice  of  means  is  also  left 
to  her  authority.  But  in  reading  the  Tract  No.  90,  and  its 
summary,  it  might  not  occur  to  the  reader,  that  the  word 
authority  had  such  importance:  and  this  should  be  an  example 
to  writers,  carefully  to  use  the  mry  words  of  the  Article,  be- 
fore they  make  a  charge  of  indistinctness. 

Let  us  refer  next  to  the  second  "  important  question""  which 
our  Church  is  said  to  have  left  undecided ;  i.  e.  "  whether  the 

1  The  words  of  the  Latin  Articles,  in  the  second  clause,  shew  more  clearly  that 
these  are  the  only  limits,  "  Quamvis  Ecclesice  non  licet,""  &c.  "  And  yet  it  is  not 
lawful,"  in  the  English  Articles. 


S5 

Church  judges  on  her  sole  t^esponsihility ;  or  who  is  to  decide 
whether  it  interprets  Scripture  rightly  or  not?"  I  will  not 
urge  the  evident  distinction  between  jus  and  auctoritas,  but 
will  refer  to  the  Article.  The  Church  appoints  herself  limits, 
and  consequently  implies  her  own  imperfection  :  and  if  the 
Church  is  confined  to  certain  rules,  then  there  must  be  some 
other  party  to  judge  how  far  she  observes  them ;  for  if  not, 
then  the  same  party  is  judge  as  well  as  criminal,  so  to  speak. 
As  the  Church  is  fallible,  she  may  lead  her  members  into 
error ;  and  no  one  can  be  justified  in  following  authority  to  do 
evil.  Now  that  this  is  no  strange  view,  will  be  seen  from  the 
following  authorities. 

Tract  for  the  Times,  No.  20,  page  3 :  "  True  it  is,  were  the 
Church  to  teach  heretical  doctrine,  it  might  become  incumbent 
on  us  (a  miserable  obligation)  to  separate  from  it." 

No.  5,  p.  13 :  "  She  puts  the  Bible  into  the  hand  of  every 
member  of  her  communion,  and  calls  upon  him  to  believe 
nothing  as  necessary  to  salvation  which  shall  not  appear,  upon 
mature  examination,  to  be  set  down  therein,  or  at  least  to  be 
capable  of  being  proved  thereby ;  but  shewing  at  the  same 
time  her  authority  as  its  appointed  interpreter,  she  cautions 
him  not  rashly,  or  without  having  fully  weighed  the  subject, 
to  dissent  from  her  expositions,  the  results  of  the  accumulated 
learning  and  labour  of  centuries.  She  warns  him  not  without 
cause  to  run  the  risk  of  incurring  the  fearful  sin  of  schism,"  &c. 

Bishop  Marsh,  (Compar.  View,  page  166)  :  "  Shall  any  man 
be  bound  to  accept  an  interpretation  of  Scripture  imposed  on 
him  by  the  will  of  another,  if  on  mature  deliberation  he  him- 
self is  convinced  that  such  interpretation  is  false  ?  Un- 
doubtedly, he  is  not  bound,  nor  does  our  Church  impose  the 
obligation." 

It  may  be  asserted,  that  Hooker  is  opposed  to  this ;  but 
that  his  remarks  on  submission  only  refer  to  non-essentials,  is 
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plain  from  his  words,  (vol.  i.  p.  437.  ed.  Keble  :)  "  The  indispo- 
sition, therefore,  of  the  Church  of  Rome  to  reform  herself,  must 
be  no  stay  unto  us  from  performing  our  duty  to  God ;  even  as 
the  desire  of  retaining  conformity  with  them  could  be  no 
excuse,  if  we  did  not  perform  that  duty."     Thus  we  are  in- 
excusable,  according  to  Hooker,  unless  we  perform  our  duty ; 
and  how  can  W€  perform  our  duty  in  hypocrisy  \    We  must 
believe  that  which  we  assent  to  ;  and  unless  we  can  believe  an 
interpretation,  are  we  justified  in  doing  violence  to  our  con- 
science ?     The  writer  of  "  Lectures  on  Romanism""  has  seen 
the  weight  of  this  point,  and  sought  to  provide  against  it,  and 
for  this  purpose  he  declares  that  the  Creed  is  the  only  docu- 
ment of  essential  truth,  and  that  the  Church  allows  liberty  as 
regards  other  matters.     "  I  have  said,  that  the  Church  was 
indefectible  in  the  faith,  or  in  the  fundamentals  of  revealed 
religion,  and  that  in  consequence  she  superseded  private  judg- 
ment so  far,  and  enforced  her  authoritative  declarations  of 
Christian  truth ;  in  other  words,  that  she  imposed  a  certain 
faith  as  a  condition  of  communion  with  her,  inflicting  anathemas 
on  those  who  denied  it."" — p.  262.     Now  this  plainly  rests  the 
unlimited  authority  of  the  Church  upon  its  indefectibility,  and 
on  this  matter  let  us  hear  Jeremy  Taylor :  "  If  the  Church  of 
Christ  have  an  indefectibility,  then  it  must  be  that  which  is  in 
the  state  of  grace  and  the  divine  favour.     They  whom  God 
does  not  love,  cannot  fall  from  God's  love,  but  the  faithful 
only  and  obedient  are  beloved  of  God ;   others  may  believe 
rightly,  but  so  do  the  devils,  who  are  7io  part  of  the  Church^'' 
he.     Since  the  Church  (i.  e.  the  visible  Church)  is  defectible, 
and  none  but  an  indefectible  Church  can  supersede  private 
judgment,  (as  seen  from  the  Lecture,)  we  may  conclude  that 
our  private  judgment  is  not  superseded.     But  an  answer  re- 
mains, that  though  the  Church  may  be  said  to  be  defectible^ 
as  Taylor  meant  it,  yet  as  a  witness  of  the  essential  truthJ 
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and  as  transmitting  the  Creed,  it  cannot  err.  To  this  we  must 
reply,  that  the  mere  document  is  no  such  proof  of  its  own 
meaning  as  to  refuse  any  but  a  sound  interpretation,'"  and 
that  we  have  no  certain  guarantee  for  its  continuance.  All 
must  remember,  that  at  their  own  risk  they  will  dissent, 
'*  to  their  own  Master  they  stand  or  fall ; "  but  surely  the 
Church,  by  erring  in  fundamentals,  or  producing  Articles  con- 
trary to  God's  word,  would  forfeit  her  compact,  and  transgress 
the  limits  which  are  self-appointed,  or  rather  derived  by  her- 
self from  the  word  of  God.  In  conclusion,  we  may  safely 
assert,  that  neither  in  theory  nor  in  practice  does  our  Church 
deprive  men  of  their  judgment,  and  rest  her  decisions  on  the 
infallible  word  of  God. 

We  must  now  refer  more  closely  to  the  subject  which  was 
declared  to  be  the  first  point  undecided,  and  for  that  purpose 
let  us  again  quote  the  Tract,  p.  8.  line  11  :  "In  other  words, 
not  a  word  is  said,  on  the  one  hand,  in  favour  of  Scripture, 
having  no  rule  or  method  to  fix  interpretation  by,  or,  as  it  is 
commonly  expressed,  being  the  sole  rule  of  faith.'''' 

Though  the  first  part  of  this  sentence  is  literally  true,  its 
spirit,  or  latent  meaning,  is  by  no  means  correct,  as  we  have 
shewn  previously,  when  discussing  this  subject ;  since  we 
proved  that  the  church  uses  her  sole  discretion  in  selecting  her 
method  of  interpretation,  only  under  two  limits,  (i.  e.  two 
negative  methods  of  interpretation,  as  we  shall  shew  pre- 
sently.) 

The  second  part  of  the  sentence  would  lead  us  to  conclude, 
(as  will  be  seen  by  careful  reading,)  that  Scripture  cannot  be 
the  sole  rule  of  faith ^  if  it  has  any  rule  or  method  to  fix  its 
interpretation  by.  Or  in  other  words,  that  Scripture  "  is  not 
the  sole  rule  of  faith,  if  it  has  any  rule  to  guide  its  interpreta- 

'"  See  Waterland   on   the   Insufficiency  of  Scripture  Language  to   express  one's 
Creed,  p.  211. 
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tion."  The  best  method  of  controverting  this  extraordinary 
statement  is  to  quote  from  Waterland,  (on  the  Trinity,  p.  395. 
ed.  1800,  Camb.)  "  It  has  been  sometimes  pleaded,  that  the 
Scriptures  are  in  themselves  a  perfect  rule  of  faith ;  what 
need  therefore  can  there  be  of  Fathers,  with  respect  to  funda- 
mental Articles  ?  (Whitby,  Dissertat.  de  Scriptur.  Inter,  in 
Prsefat.)  p.  8,  9.  To  which  we  answer,  that  wie  produce  not 
Fathers  to  superadd  new  doctrines  to  Scripture,  but  only  to 
secure  the  old ;  not  to  complete  the  rule,  but  more  strongly  to 
assert  and  maintain  both  its  true  sense  and  whole  sense. 
The  more  perfect  the  rule  is,  the  more  care  and  circumspec- 
tion it  demands,  that  we  may  preserve  it  entire,  both  as 
to  words  and  meaning,^'  &c.  Here,  then,  Waterland  holds 
Scripture  to  be  a  complete  and  perfect  rule;  and  yet  he  reve- 
rences antiquity,  and  advises  all  to  obtain  assistance  in  the  in- 
terpretation from  every  source  in  their  power.  In  p.  406,  he 
says,  "  There  is  a  great  deal  of  diiference  between  admitting 
either  of  them''''  (i.  e.  reason  and  antiquity)  "  to  govern  abso- 
lutely, and  throwing  them  quite  out:  and  there  is  a  just  medium 
between  giving  each  of  them  a  negative,  and  making  either 
of  them  sole  umpire,"  &c.  Waterland  further  quotes  from 
Dr.  Rogers,  p.  407,  and  gives  his  method  of  interpretation, 
which  he  declares  to  agree  in  the  main  with  his  own.  And 
Waterland  says,  in  conclusion  of  it,  "So  this  excellent  writer 
resolves  the  positive  character  of  true  and  just  interpretation 
into  immediate  view,  rational  deductions  and  authority,  all 
having  their  proper  weight  of  evidence  respectively,  but  in 
different  degrees.  The  two  negative  characters  are  checks 
upon  all  the  positive  ones,  to  ascertain  their  application  and 
to  prevent  the  pushing  any  of  them  too  far.""  These  quota- 
tions prove  satisfactorily,  that  Waterland  believed  it  qnite 
consistent  that  Scripture  should  be  a  perfect  and  complete  rule 
of  faith,  and  yet  that  we  might  have  rules  of  interpretation 
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applicable  to  it.  And  here  we  see  the  result  of  placing  the 
words  ''^ sole  rule  of  faiih^''  in  that  collocation;  for  by  this  is 
implied,  that  if  Scripture  has  any  rule  of  interpretation,  then 
it  cannot  be  the  sole  rule  of  our  faith :  but  as  we  have  shewn 
that  the  two  have  no  connection,  this  subject  may  be  dis- 
missed. 

The  subject  which  follows  has  no  connection  whatever  with 
the  Twentieth  Article,  and  could  only  have  been  drawn  in  by 
the  confusion  between  rule  of  faith  and  rule  of  interpretation. 
The  rule  of  faith  is  Holy  Scripture,  as  shewn  in  the  Sixth 
Article ;  and  the  interpreter  and  expounder  (under  certain 
limits)  is  the  Church,  as  set  forth  in  the  Twentieth  Article. 
That  the  authority  of  the  Church  implies  a  choice  in  the  rules 
of  interpretation,  (except  only  as  far  as  a  limitation  has  been 
appointed,)  has  been  proved.  That  our  Church  never  violates 
the  rights  of  conscience,  has  been  shewn  as  implied  in  the 
Article,  and  as  the  opinion  of  several  of  her  divines,  to  which 
are  joined  sonie  testimonies  from  the  earlier  Tracts.  That 
the  Bible  is  the  only  authorized  document,  is  clear  from  the 
Sixth  Article,  and  consequently,  in  this  sense,  is  the  llule  of 
Faith. 

Now  to  all  impartially  reading  the  Articles,  the  two 
points  of  discussion  never  could  have  occurred,  and  therefore 
it  is  hardly  fair  to  raise  difficulties  which,  in  the  end,  are 
shewn  to  be  the  coinage  of  the  private  judgment  of  some  one 
who  is  earnestly  struggling  to  reconcile  subscription  of  the 
Articles  to  his  own  and  to  the  minds  of  his  followers. 

Remember,  then,  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  discussing 
the  question  of  the  llule  of  Faith :  but  as  it  has  been  entered 
upon  In  the  Tract,  I  am  disposed  to  follow ;  and  let  us  be 
careful  to  remember  with  Waterland,  that  the  two  rules  are 
independent.  To  avoid  all  confusion,  I  repeat  that  the  Church 
has  fixed  a  rule  of  faith,  a  standard  of  doctrine,  a  measure  of 
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faith  in  the  Sixth  Article,  and  that  therefore  to  assail  the 
Twentieth  for  omitting  to  settle  the  question  is  most  absurd. 
But  even  the  Twentieth  Article  does  determine  the  question, 
by  declaring  that  the  Church,  "  beside  the  same,  ought  not  to 
enforce  any  thing  to  be  believed  for  necessity  of  salvation,**"* 
as  if  that  there  might  be  no  doubt  on  the  subject.  Such  is 
the  Anglican  rule ;  but  what  is  the  opinion  of  the  Tractarlans 
with  regard  to  this  point  ? 

Let  us  hear  No.  90 :  "  Since  it  is  often  supposed  to  be  almost 
a  first  principle  of  our  Church,  that  Scripture  is  '  the  Rule  of 
Faith,"*  it  may  be  well,  before  passing  on,  to  make  an  extract 
from  a  paper,  published  some  years  since,  which  shews,  by  in- 
stances from  our  divines,  that  the  application  of  the  phrase  to 
Scripture  is  but  of  recent  adoption. 

"  We  may  dispense  with  the  phrase  '  Rule  of  Faith,'  as  ap- 
plied to  Scripture,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  ambiguous ;  and, 
again,  because  it  is  then  used  in  a  novel  sense ;  for  the  ancient 
Church  made  the  Apostolic  Tradition,  as  summed  up  in  the 
Creed,  and  not  the  Bible,  the  Regula  Fidei^  or  Rule.  More- 
over its  use,  as  a  technical  phrase,  seems  to  be  of  late  intro- 
duction in  the  Church  ;  that  is,  since  the  days  of  King  William 
the  Third.  Our  great  divines  use  it  without  any  fixed  sense, 
sometimes  for  Scripture,  sometimes  for  the  whole  and  perfectly 
adjusted  Christian  doctrine,  sometimes  for  the  Creed ;  and,  at 
the  risk  of  being  tedious,  we  will  prove  this  by  quotations, 
that  the  point  may  be  put  beyond  dispute."" 

With  the  notion  that  we  may  dispense  with  any  term  be- 
cause it  is  ambiguous,  I  cannot  agree ;  and  I  fear  this  is  too 
dangerous  a  rule  to  apply  in  the  case  of  No.  90,  which  is  rather 
indistinct  in  ^oxnefew  passages;  or,  again,  in  the  case  of  the 
word  Church,  for  this  appears  to  be  an  ambiguous  phrase  to 
many,  if  not  to  all.  In  reference  to  the  second  charge,  i.  e. 
its  use  in  a  novel  sense,  because  the  ancient  Church  applied 
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this  term  to  the  Creed,  we  may  answer,  that  if  the  phrase  be 
ambiguous,  as  asserted  two  lines  before,  then  there  is  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  apply  to  two  different  things.  For 
bv  a  '•  rule  of  faith,''  neither  Irenseus  nor  Tertullian  mean  a 
criterion  or  ground  of  doctrine,  but  the  "  leading  Articles  of 
Faith,"  (Dr.  Hampden's  Tradition,  p.  45 ;)  and  to  this  the 
quotations  from  Tertullian  and  Irenseus,  in  p.  270,  Lectures, 
bear  witness.  In  fact,  the  very  phrase  itself  must  have  a  differ- 
ence in  its  meaning,  according  to  that  to  which  it  is  applied ;  but 
yet,  of  course,  it  will  always  retain  its  own  idea,  and  imply  its 
own  meaning.  In  other  words,  it  can  be  applied  to  the  Greed  as 
well  as  to  the  Scriptures ;  but  when  applied  to  the  Creed,  all 
would  understand  it  to  mean  a  rule  of  the  then  essential  truths  : 
a  rule  of  the  fundamentals,  and  certainly  not  sufficient  to  attain 
all  the  ends  of  Holy  Scripture,  consequently  not  enough  to 
guide  us  in  all  things  relating  to  Heaven.  And  we  cannot 
call  it  an  absolutely  perfect  rule,  unless  it  is  equal  to  Holy 
Scripture.  It  may  be  a  perfect  rule  so  far  forth  as  such  a  rule 
need  be  perfect,  i.  e.  so  far  forth  as  a  standard  of  doctrine  is 
required.  But  that  the  words  regulce  fidei  admit  of  degrees  is 
evident  to  all  who  consider  the  number  of  these  little  regulcejidei 
which  were  in  the  primitive  Church.  Now  let  none  imagine, 
that  because  we  allow  no  one  fixed  and  definite  signification  to 
these  words,  that  therefore  they  are  of  no  use  as  phrases ;  for 
the  meaning  of  the  Creed  teaches  fully  what  is  the  object  of 
that  rule,  as  applied  to  itself.  The  full  sufficiency  of  Holy 
Scripture,  as  taught  in  our  Sixth  Article,  shews  what  the 
meaning  of  Rule  of  Faith  must  be  when  applied  to  Holy 
Scripture. 

With  this  view,  then,  we  say  that  the  subject  matter  de- 
cides, and  therefore  there  need  be  no  ambiguity  as  to  this 
phrase ;  and  hence  we  draw  an  inference  as  follows.  If  the 
Bible  contains  all  things  necessary  to  life  and  godliness,  and 
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the  Creed  does  not,  then  the  one  is  more  extensive  than  the 
other.     In  the  Lectures,  we  have  Creed  set  side  by  side  with 
Revelation,  and  Tradition  set  as  a  part  of  a  joint  rule  of  faith, 
p.  334.     Now  this   seems   an    erroneous  view ;    for   even   if 
the  Apostles'  Creed  be  of  Catholic  antiquity,  and  of  an  au- 
thority, its    authority    to    us,   as  members    of  the  Anglican 
Church,  never  can  reach  beyond  the  Scriptures,  because  it  is 
proved  by  the  Scriptures.     To  use  the  words  of  Bramhall, 
"  the  Scriptures  and  the  Creed  are  not  two  different  Rules  of 
Faith,  but  one  and  the  same  rule;^^  dilated  in  Scripture,  con- 
tracted in  the  Creed.*"     They  both  are  one,  because  the  Creed 
is  the  correct  meaning  of  God's  word.     There  is  no  opposition 
or  joining,  as  of  two  distinct  things,  but  one  springs  from  the 
other.     And   to  hold  that  the   Scripture  is  not  our  rule  of 
faith  without  tradition  is  absurd^  as  all  the  authority  of  the 
Creed  is  derived  from  the  Scripture.    (See  Article  viii.)     If 
this  view  be  correct,  then  we  have  no  need  to  claim  a  distinct 
source  of  authority,  or  rule  of  faith  in  the  Creed,  nor  can  we 
fairly  reject  the  phrase  as  ambiguous.     It  remains,  therefore, 
that  we  refer   to    the  authority  quoted   in  No.  90,  and  ex- 
plain those  which  appear  to  oppose  this  method  of  removing 
the  objection,  (i.  e.  that  the  Creed,  as  a  Rule  of  Faith,  means 
merely  the  leading  Articles  of  Faith,  and  depends  on  the  fact 
of  its  having  been  proved  and  drawn  from  Scripture ;  and  that 
the  Scriptures,  as  "  the  Rule  of  Faith,"'  mean  the  measure  and 
guide  of  our  faith ;  and  from  the  perfectness  of  the  Scripture, 
that  this  is  the  supreme  rule ;  and  that  Antiquity,"  or  Tradition, 
or  by  whatever  name  it  may  be  called,  is  an  attestation  of 
doctrines.)     The  first  authority  is  that  of  Usher  ;  but  in  what 

"  See  further  explanation.  "Thus  we  have  seen  what  is  the  Rule  of  Faith,"  (the 
Holy  Scripture,)  "and  by  whom, and  how  far  respectively,  this  rule  is  to  be  applied." 
Bramhall,  as  quoted  in  No.  78,  p.  36. 

°  As  we  have  shewn  from  Waterland,  p.  38, 
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sense  Usher  held  tlie  Creed  as  the  Rule  of  Faith^  will  be 
vident  from  the  following  extract,  in  which  he  styles  it  common 
principles  of  salvation. 

"  For  we  may  not  think  that  heaven  was  prepared  for  deep 
clerks  only,  and  therefore  beside  that  larger  measure  of  know- 
ledge whereof  all  are  not  capable,  there  must  be  '  a  rule  of 
faith  common  to  small  and  great,"*  which,  as  it  must  consist  of 
few  propositions,  (for  simple  men  cannot  bear  away  many,)  so 
is  it  also  requisite  that  those  Articles  should  be  of  so  much 
weight  and  moment,  that  they  may  be  sufficient  to  make  a 
man  'wise  unto  salvation;'  that  howsoever  in  other  points 
learned  men  may  go  beyond  common  Christians,  and  exceed 
one  another  likewise  by  many  degrees,  yet  in  i-espect  of  these 
radical  truths,  which  is  the  necessary  and  common  food  of  all 
the  children  of  the  Church,"  &c.  And  a  few  lines  further  on, 
he  calls  this  rule  common  principles :  "  If  then  salvation  by 
believing  these  common  principles  may  be  had,  and  to  salva- 
tion none  can  come  that  is  not  first  a  member  of  the  Catholic 
Church  of  Christ,  it  folio weth  thereupon,  that,""  &c. — (See 
p.  30,  31.  Catena  Patrum,  No.  78.) 

Jeremy  Taylor  follows  next  in  order,  but  his  works  demand 
a  separate  notice. 

Laud  is  quoted  as  calling  the  Creed,  or  rather  the  Creed 
icith  Scripture^  the  Bule ;  but  as  he  is  controverting  Romish 
heresy,  the  argument  which  he  assumes  is  most  on  their  own 
ground ;  but  an  extract  from  the  same  conference  will  shew 
his  opinion  of  the  Rule  of  Faith :  "  If  any  unfit  mixture  of 
state  councils,  if  any  departure  from  the  rule  of  the  word  of 
God,  if  any  thing  else  sway  and  wrench  the  council ;  the 
whole  Church  upon  evidence  found  in  express  Scripture,  or 
demonstration  of  this  miscarriage,  hath  power,"  &c. — No.  78, 
p.  16. 

We  have  taken  the  quotation  from  Bramhall  already  to 
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illustrate  this  view;  and  as  the  Tract  declares  Stilllngfleet  and 
Thorndike  to  say  the  same,  they  can  only  confirm  the  view 
here  taken.  "  Elsewhere,  Stillingfleet  calls  Scripture  the  Rule^ 
as  does  Jackson.  But  the  most  complete  and  decisive  state- 
ment on  the  subject  is  contained  in  Field''s  work  on  the 
Church,  from  which  shall  follow  a  long  exti*act."  And,  ac- 
cordingly, more  than  a  page  does  follow  on  the  subject^  i.  e.  the 
subject  of  interpretation ;  p  but  as  we  shewed  that  Waterland 
could  hold  the  perfect  rule  of  Scripture^  and  besides  have  in- 
dependent rules  of  interpretation,  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter 
upon  this  matter  again,  although  it  may  be  proved  to  a  de- 
monstration, that  the  one  does  not  affect  the  other.  But 
perhaps  the  writer  of  No.  90  will  excuse  my  suggesting  a 
cause  for  this  apparent  confusion  in  his  Tract,  when  I  assert 
my  belief,  that  it  may  easily  happen  to  persons — who  consider 
the  Scriptures  a  sealed  book  without  a  commissioned  inter- 
preter— that  it  may  most  easily  seem  to  such  to  consider  the 
Scripture  and  its  interpretation  as  synonymous.  Hence,  per- 
haps, also  arises  the  notion  of  a  joint  rule.  "  Scripture  and 
tradition,  taken  together,  are  the  joint  Rule  of  Faith."  (Tract, 
No.  78,  p.  2.)  Or,  again,  in  No.  .90 :  "  In  the  sense  in  which 
it  is  commonly  understood  at  this  day,  Scripture,  it  is  plain, 
is  not,  on  Anglican  principles,  the  Rule  of  Faith." 

Here  it  will  be  proper  to  adduce  some  Anglican  testimony, 
from  an  impartial  source,  in  opposition  to  this  view. 

1.  BiLsoN,  Bishop. — "  There  can  nothing  be  Catholic,  unless 
it  be  confirmed  two  ways  :  first  by  the  authority  of  God's  law, 

P  I  cannot  avoid  giving  in  a  note  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  Field,  which  to  a 
great  extent  supports  the  view  taken  in  this  Tract,  in  that  the  force  of  the  words 
Rule  of  Faith  is  decided  by  that  to  which  it  is  applied :  "  So,  then,  tee  do  not 
make  Scripture  the  Rule  of  our  Faith,  hut  that  other  things  in  their  kind  are  Rules  like- 
wise ;  in  such  sort  that  it  is  not  safe,  xcithout  respect  had  unto  them,  to  judge  things  by 
the  Scripture  alone,''''  &c. — iv.  14.  p.  364,  365.  This  was  believed  to  be  so  conclusive, 
that  the  writer  of  No.  90  has  given  it  all  in  italics. 
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and  next  by  the  tradition  of  the  Catholic  Church  :  not  that  the 
Canon  of  Scripture  is  not  perfect  and  sufficient  enough  for  all 
points  of  faith,  but  because  many  men  draw  and  stretch  the 
Scriptures  to  their  fancies,  therefore  it  is  very  needful  that  the 
line  of  the  prophetical  and  apostolical  interpretation  should 
be  directed  by  the  rule  of  the  ecclesiastical  and  catholic 
sense."" — p.  9. 

2.  Convocation  of  A.  D.  1603. — "  Following  the  royal  steps 
of  our  most  worthy  King,  because  he  therein  followeth  the 
rules  of  the  Scriptures  and  the  practice  of  the  primitive  Church, 
we  do  commend  to  all  the  true  members  of  the  Church  of 
England."— Canon  30,  p.  10. 

3.  White,  Bishop. — "  The  reformed  Churches  reject  not  all 
traditions,  but  such  as  are  spurious,  superstitious,  and  not  con- 
sonant to  the  prime  rule  of  faith,  to  wit,  the  Holy  Scrip- 
ture."—p.  15. 

4.  Jackson,  Presbyter  and  Doctor. — "  Howbeit  this  unani- 
mous tradition  ecclesiastic,  was  not  in  these  times  held  for 
any  proper  part  of  the  Rule  of  Faith  ;  but  alleged  only  as  an 
inducement  to  incline  the  hearts  of  such  as  before  acknow- 
ledged the  written  word  for  the  only  Rule  of  Faith,  to  believe 
that  the  interpretations  or  decisions  of  those  councils  did 
contain  the  true  sense  and  meaning  of  the  rule  acknowledged 
by  all.  So  that  the  written  tradition  which  Vincentius  so 
much  commends,  was  not  by  the  Nicene  Council  used  to  any 
such  purpose  as  the  Romanists  now  use  unwritten  tra- 
ditions."— p.  25. 

5.  Jackson,  Presbyter  and  Doctor. — "  First,  we  affirm 
with  antiquity,  and  in  particular  with  Vincentius  Lirinensis, 
that  the  Canon  of  Scripture  is  a  Rule  of  Faith,  perfect  for 
quantity,  and  sufficient  for  quality;  that  is,  it  contains  all 
things  in  it,  that  are  necessary  to  salvation,  or  requisite  to  be 
contained  in  any  rule ;  and  so  contains  them  as  they  may  be 
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believed  and  understood,  witliout  relying  on  any  other  rule  or 
authority  equivalent  to  them  in  certainty,  or  more  authentic 
in  respect  of  us,  than  the  Scriptures." — p.  23. 

6.  Sharpe,  Archbishop. — "  We  believe  all  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures; and  not  only  so,  but  we  make  them  the  rule  of  our 
faith."— p.  83. 

7.  Sharpe,  Archbishop. — Speaking  of  the  Fathers,  he  says, 
"  By  bringing  their  doctrines  to  be  tried  by  the  ancient  usages 
and  doctrines  of  the  Apostolic  Churches,  and  especially  by  the 
divine  oracles  of  Scripture,  which  they  looked  upon  as  the 
entire  and  only  rule  of  Faiths — p.  84. 

8.  Thorndike,  Presbyter. — Of  the  Principles  of  Christian 
Truth. — "  Whatsoever  then  is  said  of  the  rule  of  Faith  in  the 
writings  of  the  Fathers,  is  to  be  understood  of  the  Creed; 
whereof,  though  it  be  not  maintained,  that  the  words  which 
pretenders  were  required  to  render  by  heart  were  the  same,  yet 
the  substance  of  it,  and  the  reasons  and  grounds  which  make 
every  point  necessary  to  be  believed,  were  always  the  same 
in  all  churches,  and  remain  unchangeable.  I  would  not  have 
any  hereupon  to  think,  that  the  matter  of  this  rule  is  not,  in 
my  conceit,  contained  in  the  Scriptures.  For  I  find  St.  Cyril 
(Catech.  V.)  protesting,  that  it  contains  nothing  but  that  which 
concerned  our  salvation  the  most,  selected  out  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. And,  therefore,  in  other  places  he  tenders  his  scholars 
evidence  out  of  the  Scriptures,  and  wishes  them  not  to  believe 
that  whereof  there  is  no  such  evidence." — p.  55. 

All  the  above  references  are  to  No.  78,  Tract  for  the 
Times,  and  therefore  they  will  be  considered  impartial.  I  will 
refrain  from  giving  any  more  extracts,  with  the  exception  of 
the  writings  of  Jeremy  Taylor,  to  which  I  now  refer. 

In  the  first  extract  quoted  in  No.  90,  in  which  Taylor 
calls  the  Apostles'  Creed,  "  the  sufficient  and  perfect  Rule  of 
Faith,"  we  must  allow  him  to  explain  himself;  nor  must  we 
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forget  that  he  believed  the  Creed  to  be  the  writing  of  the 
Apostles,  and  consequently  of  a  higher  authority  than  is 
asserted  by  our  Church:  and  even,  in  explanation  of  this 
declaration,  he  declares,  "  with  the  whole  Catholic  Church  of 
God  in  the  primitive  ages,  that  all  things  necessary  to  salvation 
are  sufficiently  contained  in  the  plain  places  of  Scripture,"  we 
therefore  need  not  enter  upon  this  quotation  more  fully.  The 
second  quotation  is  only  similar  to  innumerable  passages  in  his 
writings,  which  say,  "  That  the  Scripture  is  a  full  and  sufficient 
rule  to  Christians  in  faith  and  manners,  a  full  and  perfect 
declaration  of  the  will  of  God,'"  &c.  The  third  and  fourth 
quotations  are  perfectly  consistent  with  the  Anglican  doctrine, 
that  Scripture  is  the  sole  Rule  of  Faith."  (In  b.  i.  §.  4.  he 
enters  more  fully  into  the  question  of  the  essentials  of  salva- 
tion.) See  his  treatise  "  Of  the  Church,"  b.  i.  §.  1.  "  They 
who  slighting  the  plain  and  perfect  word  of  Scripture,"  &c. 
See  his  b.  i.  §.  2.  "  Of  the  Sufficiency  of  Holy  Scriptures  to 
Salvation  ;  "  where  his  opinion  is  put  forward  most  fully  and 
satisfactorily.  We  have  already  explained  in  what  way  these 
two  assertions  are  to  be  reconciled ;  and  Jeremy  Taylor,  at 
least,  is  not  in  favour  of  the  Tractarian  view. 

With  these  authorities  we  will  dismiss  the  discussion  of 
"  the  Rule  of  Faith,"  especially  as  we  have  before  shewn  that 
it  does  not  immediately  concern  the  subject  of  discussion  in 
this  section. 
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2.  Justification  hy  Faith  only. 


In  this  section,  the  writer  proceeds  to  consider  the  great 
fundamental  doctrine  of  Christianity,  as  laid  down  by  the 
Church  of  England.  By  his  method  of  interpretation  he 
opens  wide  a  door  for  almost  every  possible  heresy  on  the 
subject.  The  present  object  is  not  to  set  up  an  interpretation 
of  the  Article  contrary  to  that  of  the  Tract,  but  only  to  prove 
this  latter  neither  Anglican  nor  scriptural.  We  read — "  1.  They 
do  not  imply  a  denial  of  Baptism  as  a  means  and  an  instru- 
ment of  justification,  which  the  Homilies  elsewhere  affirm,  as 
will  be  shewn  incidentally  in  a  later  section."  Now  let  us 
turn  to  this  later  section,  and  see  how  far  the  quotations  from 
the  Homilies  contradict  the  assertion  of  the  Article,  and  "  do 
not  imply  a  denial  of  Baptism  as  a  means  and  an  instrument 
of  Justification.'*'' 

I  shall,  without  any  remark,  place  side  by  side  the  quotation 
in  the  Tract  and  the  passage  in  the  Homily,  book  i.  ch.  3.  §.  1. 
page  23.  (Oxford,  1832.) 


Tract,  p.  69. 
^'Infants  being  baptized, and 
dying  in  their  infancy,  are  by 
this  sacrifice  washed  from  their 
sins  .  .  .  and  they  which  in 
act  or  deed  do  sin  after  this 
baptism,  when  they  turn  to 
God  unfeignedly,  they  are 
likewise  washed  bv  this  sacri- 
fice ,'"  &c. 


Homily. 
The  note  at  the  side  tells  us 
that  this  passage  speaks  of 
^^the  efficacy  of  Chrisfs  passion 
and  ohlationr  "  Insomuch 
that  infants  being  baptized 
and  dying  in  their  infancy, 
are  by  this  sacrifice  washed 
from  their  sins,  brought  to 
God''s  favour,  and  made  his 
children,  and  inheritors  of  his 
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kingdom  of  heaven.  And  they 
which  in  act  or  deed  do  sin 
after  their  baptism,  when  they 
turn  again  to  God  unfeignedly, 
they  are  likewise  washed  by 
this  sacrifice  from  their  sins  in 
such  sort,  there  remaineth  not 
any  spot  of  sin,  that  shall  be 
imputed  to  their  damnation," 

The  next  quotation  in  section  11.  is  taken  from  the  Homily, 
book  i.  3.  part  3.  page  34.  "  Our  office  is  not  to  pass  the 
time  of  this  present  life  unfruitfully  and  idly  after  that  we 
are  haptized  or  justified,  not  caring  how  few  good  works  we 
do  to  the  glory  of  God,  and  profit  of  our  neighbours."  Now 
let  the  note  in  the  margin  explain  this  passage.  "  They  that 
preach  faith  only  justifieth,  do  not  teach  carnal  liberty,  or  that 
we  should  do  no  good  worJcs^  Surely  this  is  enough  to  shew, 
that  if  baptized  and  justified  are  used  synonymously  in  the 
text,  the  Church  would  teach  that  faith  is  that  requisite  in 
Baptism  which  makes  that  sacrament  a  justifying  one. 

Again  we  must  resort  to  parallel  columns,  to  refute  the  in- 
sinuation implied  against  our  Church  in  the  next  extract. 
The  passage  occurs  in  the  Homily  of  Swearing,  part  i.  page  72. 


Tract,  p.  69. 
4.  "By  holy  promises  we 
be  made  lively  members  of 
Christ,  receiving  the  Sacra- 
ment of  Baptism.  By  like 
holy  promises  the  Sacrament 
of  Matrimony  knitteth  man 
and  wife  in  perpetual  love." 


The  note  at  ,tlie  side  is, 
'''"Commodities  had  by  lawful 
oaths  made  and  observed.''''  "By 
holy  promises,  with  calling  the 
name  of  God  to  witness,  we 
be  made  lively  members  of 
Christ,  when  we  profess  his  re- 
ligion, receiving  the  Sacrament 
of   Baptism.      By    like    holy 
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promise,    the    Sacrament    of 

Matrimony  knitteth  man  and 

wife   in   perpetual   love,  that 

they  desire  not  to  be  separat- 

I  ed  for  any  displeasure  or  ad- 

j  versity  that  shall  after   hap- 

I  pen." 

The  next  quotation  in  reference  to  Baptism  is  at  page  252, 

on  keeping  clean  churches :  "  The  fountain  of  our  regeneration 

is  there  presented  unto  us/'     Now  this  is  no  proof  of  Baptism 

being  a  justifying  sacrament,  unless  regeneration  is  justification; 

and  the  language  is  only  like  that  of  the  Article,  which  speaks 

of  Baptism  as  "  a  sign  of  regeneration."     The  next  quotation 

is  page  266,  and  goes  no  further  on  this  point  than  to  speak 

of  Baptism  as  "  the  sacrament  of  our  regeneration,  or  new 

birth." 

The  last  passage  is  at  page  377 :  "  Christ  hath  not  so  re- 
deemed us  from  sin  that  we  may  safely  return  thereto  again : 
but  he  hath  redeemed  us,  that  we  should  forsake  the  motions 
thereof,  and  live  to  righteousness.  Yea,  we  be  therefore 
washed  in  our  baptism  from  the  filthiness  of  sin,  that  we 
should  live  afterward  in  the  pureness  of  life."  This,  no  more 
than  the  preceding  passages,  proves  Baptism  in  any  sense  to 
be  a  means  of  justification,  unless  we  consider  regeneration  to 
be  a  synonyme  for  justification ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  we  are 
justified  by  an  inherent  righteousness.  It  is  necessary  to  con- 
sider this  point  now,  before  we  proceed  with  the  notes  of  the 
Tract  upon  this  Article.  We  have  another  instance  of  that 
reserve,  so  well  illustrated  in  the  eleventh  section,  in  a  quota- 
tion from  the  Homilies,  intended  to  prove  that  the  Church 
holds  justification  by  inherent  righteousness :  it  is  No.  63. 
The  Homily  is  of  the  Resurrection,  p.  395.  At  page  75  of  the 
Tract,  the  extract  is  thus  inserted:    "He  was  dead,"  saith 
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St.  Paul,  "for  our  sins,  antl  rose  again  for  our  justification.  .  .  . 
He  died  to  destroy  the  rule  of  the  devil  in  us,  and  He  rose 
again  to  send  down  His  Holy  Spirit  to  rule  in  our  hearts.,  to 
endue  us  with  perfect  righteousness.''''     Now  the  second  part  of 
this  extract  is  at  page  397,  two  pages  off  the  first  part ;  and 
the  word  in  the  Homilies  is  "  endow,''  not  "  endue."   To  endue 
is  "  to  supply  with  mental   excellencies ;"  but  to  endow  "  to 
enrich  with  a  portion,  to  supply  with  any  external  goods,  to 
enrich  with  any  excellence."''     We  do  not  deny,  that  Christ 
rose  again  both  to  endow  and  endue  us  with  his  Holy  Spirit ; 
but  we  do  deny  that  the  passage  adduced  is  any  proof,  that 
the  Church  teaches  justification  and  sanctification  to  be  one 
and  the  same  act  of  grace. 

However,  it  may  be  well  to  shew  that  the  doctrine  of  in- 
herent righteousness,  as  justifying  righteousness,  is  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  Peter  Dens,  on  Justi- 
fication, vol.  ii.  p.  446,  (Coyne,  1832,)  writes  thus:  "Quid  est 
Justificatio."  "  Est  translatio  a  statu  peccati  ad  statum  gratice 
hahitualis  et  adoptionis  filiorum  Dei  per  Jesum  Christum  Sal- 
vator  nostrum."  "  Nota  etiam,  quod  sub  gratia  hahituali 
comprehendantur  habitus  charitatis,  virtutum  et  aliorum  do- 
norum,  qui  cum  gratia  sanctificante  simul  infunduntur." 

"Argumentum  gratise  sanctificantis  solet  etiam  vocari  justi- 
ficatio  juxta  hoc  Apocalypsis  ultimo  v.  11.  qui  Justus  est  justi- 
ficetur  adhuc." 

Then,  among  the  errors  of  heretics,  the  second  is  thus  de- 
scribed :  "  Justificationem  non  fieri  per  gratiam  habitualem 
inhaerentem  animse,  sed  per  solam  justitiam  Christi  nobis  im- 
putatam."  And  the  third :  "Ad  justitiam  non  requiri  aliam 
dispositionem,  quam  solam  fidem."  At  page  449  is  the  follow- 
ing :  "  Conclude,  ad  justificationem  cujusque  peccatoris  requiri 

•>  To  endue  may  sometimes  be  used  for  endow^  but  to  endoto  seems  never  used  for 
to  endue.     See  Todd's  Johnson. 

d2 
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hsec  duo  1,  gratise  sanctificantis  infusionem  et  2,  omnium  pec- 
catorum  mortalium  remissionem,  quod  perficiendum  in  parvulis 
per  Baptismum  sine  ulla  prsevia  dispositions,  non  sic  in 
adultisy 

Now  hear  the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  made  in  the 
sixth  session,  A.D.  1547,  fifteen  years  before  our  Articles  were 
first  drawn  up. 

"  C.  VII.  Quid  sit  justificatio  impii,  et  quce  ejus  causce. 

"  Hanc  dispositionem  seu  preparationem  justificatio  ipsa 
consequitur,  quae  non  est  sola  peccatorum  remissio,  sed  et 
sanctificatio  et  renovatio  interioris  hominis  per  voluntariam 
susceptionem  gratise  et  donorum ;  unde  homo  ex  injusto  fit 
Justus,  et  ex  inimico  amicus  ut  sit  haeres  secundum  spem  vit8e 
seternse.  Hujus  sanctificationis  causae  sunt,  finalis  quidem, 
gloria  Dei  et  Ohristi  ac  vita  seterna ;  efficiens  vero,  misericors 
Deus,  qui  gratuito  abluit,  et  sanctificat  signans  et  ungens 
Spiritu  promissionis  sancto  ;  qui  est  pignus  hsereditatis  nostrse  ; 
meritoria  autem,  delectissimus  unigenitus  suus,  Dominus  noster 
Jesus  Christus,  qui,  quum  essemus  inimici,  propter  nimiam 
charitatem,  qua  dilexit  nos,  sua  sanctissima  passione  in  ligno 
crucis  nobis  justificationem  meruit,  et  pro  nobis  Deo  Patri 
satisfecit ;  instrumentalis  item,  sacramentum  haptismi,  quod  est 
sacramentum  fidei,  sine  qua  nulli  unquam  contigit  justificatio ; 
demum  unica  formalis  causa  est  justitia  Dei  non  qua  ipse  Justus 
est,  sed  qua  nos  justos  facit,  qua  videlicet  ab  eo  donati,  reno- 
vamur  spiritu  mentis  nostrse,  et  non  modo  reputamur,  sed  vera 
justi  nominamur  et  sumus,  justitiam  in  nobis  recipientes 
uniusquisque  suam  secundum  mensuram,  quam  Spiritus  Sanctus 
partitur  singulis  prout  vult,  et  secundum  propriam  cujusque 
dispositionem  et  cooperationem."" 

So  much  for  Rome  on  this  point.  In  Archbishop  Usher's 
Body  of  Divinity,  (London,  1670,)  page  193,  we  read  thus: 
"  Justification  is  the  sentence  of  God,  whereby  he  of  his  grace 
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for  the  righteousness  of  his  Son,  by  him  imputed  unto  us,  and 
through  faith  apprehended  by  us,  doth  free  us  from  sin  and 
deatli,  and  account  us  righteous  unto  life.  For  hereby  we 
both  have  a  deliverance  from  the  guilt  and  punishment  of  all 
our  sins,  and  heing  accounted  righteous  in  the  sight  of  God  hy 
the  righteousness  of  our  Saviour  Christ  imputed  unto  us,  are 
restored  to  a  better  righteousness  than  ever  we  had  in  Adam."" 
"  Though  there  is  a  power  of  purging  the  corruption  of  sin, 
which  followeth  upon  justification,  yet  it  is  carefully  to  be 
distinguished  from  it."  "  The  matter  of  justification,  or  that 
righteousness  whereby  a  sinner  stands  justified  in  God'^s  sight, 
is  not  any  righteousness  inherent  in  his  own  person  and  per- 
formed by  him,  but  a  perfect  righteousness  inherent  in  Christ 
and  performed  by  him." 

So  also  we  find  in  Tract  for  the  Times,  No.  38,  last  page 
but  one :  "  I  consider  that  it  is  unscriptural  to  say  with  the 
Church  of  Rome,  that  '  we  are  justified  by  inherent  righteous- 
ness.^ " 

So  Bishop  Hall,  in  his  "  No  peace  with  Rome,"  says,  "The 
Papists  make  this  inherent  righteousness  the  cause  of  our  justi- 
fication ;  the  Protestants  the  eiFect  thereof." 

In  like  manner  the  judicious  Hooker  speaks  of  three  kinds 
of  righteousness :  one  glorifying  in  the  next  world,  both  in- 
herent and  perfect ;  one  justifying  in  this,  perfect,  but  not 
inherent ;  one  sanctifying,  inherent,  but  not  perfect. 

We  next  read,  "  The  instrumental  power  of  faith  cannot 
interfere  with  the  instrumental  power  of  baptism ;  because 
faith  is  the  sole  justifier,  not  in  contrast  to  all  means  and 
agencies  whatever,  (for  it  is  not  surely  in  contrast  to  our 
Lord'^s  merits  or  God's  mercy,)  but  to  all  other  graces.  When 
then  faith  is  called  the  sole  instrument,  this  means  the  sole 
internal  instrument,  not  the  sole  instrument  of  any  kind." 
So  says  the  ninth  Canon  of  the  sixth  Session  of  the  Council  of 
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Trent :  "  Si  quis  dixerit  sola  fide  impium  justificari :  anathema 
sit.''  This,  Dens  tells  us,  was  directed  against  an  error  of 
Simon  Magus,  revived  by  Luther  and  Calvin. 

Hear  now  the  Homily  of  Salvation,  page  27 :  "  And  yet  that 
faith"  (namely,  justifying  faith)  ""  doth  not  shut  out  repent- 
ance, hope,  love,  dread,  and  the  fear  of  God,  to  be  joined  with 
faith  in  every  man  that  is  justified ;  but  it  sJiutteth  them  out 
from  the  office  of  justifying.  So  that,  although  they  be  all  pre- 
sent together  in  him  that  is  justified,  yet  they  justify  not 
altogether.  Nor  the  faith  also  doth  not  shut  out  the  justice 
of  our  good  works,  necessarily  to  he  done  afterwards  of  duty 
towards  God ;  (for  we  are  most  bounden  to  serve  God,  in 
doing  good  deeds,  commanded  by  him  in  his  Holy  Scripture, 
all  the  days  of  our  life;)  but  it  excludeth  them,  so  that  we 
may  not  do  them  to  this  intent,  to  be  made  good  by  doing 
of  them.  For  all  the  good  works  that  we  can  do  be  unperfect, 
and  therefore  not  able  to  deserve  our  justification :  but  our 
justification  doth  come  freely  by  the  mere  mercy  of  God,  and 
of  so  great  and  free  mercy,  that,  whereas  all  the  world  was  not 
able  of  theirselves  to  pay  any  part  towards  their  ransom,  it 
pleased  our  heavenly  Father  of  his  infinite  mercy,  without  any 
our  desert  or  deserving,  to  prepare  for  us  the  most  precious 
jewels  of  Christ's  body  and  blood,  whereby  our  ransom  might 
be  fully  paid,  the  law  fulfilled,  and  his  justice  fully  satisfied. 
So  that  Christ  is  now  the  righteousness  of  all  them  that  truly 
do  believe  in  him.  He  for  them  paid  their  ransom  by  his 
death.  He  for  them  fulfilled  the  law  in  his  life.  So  that  now 
in  him,  and  by  him,  every  true  Christian  man  may  be  called  a 
fulfiller  of  the  law ;  forasmuch  as  that  which  their  infirmity 
lacked,  Christ's  justice  hath  supplied." 

This  doctrine  is  yet  more  fully  asserted  and  proved  in  the 
following  part  of  the  Homily ;  and  among  the  authorities 
quoted  is  St.  Basil,  who  writes,  "  This  is  a  perfect  and  whole 
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rejoicing  in  God,  when  a  man  advanceth  not  himself  for  his 
own  righteousness,  but  acknowledgeth  himself  to  lack  true 
justice  and  righteousness,  and  to  be  justified  by  the  only  faith 
in  Christ.  And  Paul  saith  he  doth  glory  in  the  contempt  of 
his  own  righteousness,  and  that  he  looketh  for  the  righteous- 
ness of  God  by  faith.'''' 

Archbishop  Usher  speaks  thus,  (Body  of  Divinity,)  page 
417:  "  The  promises  of  God  touching  justification,  remission, 
adoption,  are  made  and  sealed  in  Baptism  to  every  elect  child 
of  God ;  then  to  be  actually  enjoyed  when  the  party  baptized 
shall  actually  lay  hold  upon  them  hy  faith.  Thus  Baptism  to 
every  elect  infant  is  a  seal  of  the  righteousness  of  Christ,  to 
be  extraordinarily/  applied  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  if  it  die  in  its 
infancy ;  to  be  apprehended  hi/  faith^  if  it  live  to  years  of 
discretion.'" 

The  next  paragraph  is  little  more  than  a  fresh  statement  of 
the  dogma  just  discussed.  It  still  speaks  of  Baptism  as  a 
'•  sole  instrument  of  justification,""  but  adduces  not  Scripture 
to  prove  it,  nor  any  passage  from  the  Homilies,  or  even  any 
other  authority.  The  Church  Catechism  only  says,  that  it  is 
"generally  necessary  to  salvation:"  now  if  it  is  to  be  "the 
hand  of  the  giver,"  or  in  any  respect  an  instrument  of  justifica- 
tion, which  is  to  entitle  us  to  salvation,  it  would  be  universally 
rather  than  generally  necessary. 

The  doctrine  of  works,  as  instruments  of  justification, 
is  next  brought  before  us,  as  contradictory  of  the  Article. 
Yet  surely  they  are  an  evidence,  rather  than  a  means  or 
instrument;  and  if  we  refer  to  the  passage  in  St.  James, 
where  the  matter  is  discussed,  we  find  he  rather  describes  the 
faith  by  which  we  are  justified,  than  asserts  works  in  opposition 
to  faith,  as  the  means  of  our  justification.  The  very  instance 
of  Rahab,  by  which  St.  James  illustrates  his  statement,  tends 
to  confirm  this  view.     For  the  act  was  one  of  itself  criminal 
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to  her  country,  and  therefore  sin  in  the  sight  of  God  :  but  her 
faith  made  the  work  a  work  of  faith,  and  so  by  it  she  was 
justified. 

A   reference  is  next  made  to  sect.  1).  on  the  Homilies, 
where  we  find  eight  extracts  from  the  Homily  on  Alms-deeds. 
The    first    merely   states   the    doctrine  of  the   Article,   that 
"  Good  works  after  justification  are  pleasing  and  acceptable 
unto  God."     The  language  of  the  others  is  strong  ;  but  is  all 
thus  explained  a  little  further  on  in  the  Homily,  p.  355:  "Ye 
shall  understand,  dearly  beloved,  that  neither  those  places  of 
the  scripture  before  alleged,  neither  the  doctrine  of  the  blessed 
martyr  Cyprian,  neither  any  other  godly  and  learned  man, 
when  they  in  extolling  the  dignity,  profit,  fruit,  and  effect  of 
virtuous  and  liberal  alms,  do  say  that  it  washeth  away  sins,  and 
bringeth  us  to  the  favour  of  God,  do  mean,  that  our  work  and 
charitable  deed  is  the  original  cause  of  our  acception  before  God, 
or  that  for  the  dignity  or  worthiness  thereof  our  sins  may  be 
washed  away,  and  we  purged  and  cleansed  of  all  the  spots  of  our 
iniquity  ;  for  that  were  indeed  to  deface  Christ,  and  to  defraud 
him  of  his  glory.     But  they  mean  this,  and  this  is  the  under- 
standing of  those  and  such  like  sayings ;  that  God  of  his  mercy 
and  special  favour  towards  them,  whom  he  hath  appointed  to 
everlasting  salvation,  hath  so  offered  his  grace  especially,  and 
they  have  so  received  it  fiuitfully,  that  although,  by  reason  of 
their  sinful  living  outwardly,  they  seemed  before  to  have  been 
the  children  of  wrath  and  perdition ;  yet  now  the  Spirit  of 
God  mightily  working  in  them,  unto  obedience  to  God''s  will 
and  commandments,  they  declare  by  their  outward  deeds  and 
life,  in  the  shewing  of  mercy  and  charity,  (which  cannot  come 
but  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  and  his  especial  grace,)  that  they  are 
the  undoubted  children  of  God  appointed  to  everlasting  life. 
And    so,  as   by  their  wickedness   and   ungodly  living   they 
shewed  themselves,  according  to  the  judgment  of  men,  which 
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follow  the  outward  appearance,  to  be  reprobates  and  castaways ; 
so  now  by  their  obedience  unto  God's  holy  will,  and  by  their 
mercifulness  and  tender  pity,  (wherein  they  shew  themselves 
to  be  like  unto  God,  who  is  the  fountain  and  spring  of  all 
mercy,)  they  declare  openly  and  manifestly  unto  the  sight  of 
men,  that  they  are  the  sons  of  God,  and  elect  of  him  imto 
salvation.*"  This  plainly  sets  works  and  alms-deeds  forth  as 
an  evidence,  rather  than  a  mean  or  instrument  of  justification ; 
and  does  neither  contradict  our  Article,  which  says,  "  by  faith 
only  we  are  justified  ;'"*  nor  scripture,  which  says  that  we  are 
*' justified  by  faith  without  the  works  of  the  law;**"*  and  are 
saved  by  grace,  through  faith,  and  that  not  of  ourselves,  but 
the  gift  of  God. 

As  the  theory  and  statements  contained  in  the  next  para- 
graph appear  to  be  overturned  by  what  has  already  been 
brought  forward,  I  shall  make  no  remarks  upon  it. 

We  notv  come  to  the  inquiry,  "  In  what  sense  Faith  only 
does  justify  r**  two  only  are  mentioned. 

"  1 .  It  is  the  pleading  or  impetrating  principle  that  constitutes 
our  title  to  justification ;  being  analogous,  among  the  graces, 
to  Moses"  lifting  up  his  hands  on  the  mount,  or  the  Israelites 
eyeing  the  brazen  serpent ;  actions  which  did  not  merit  God's 
mercy,  but  asked  for  it."  If  this  were  the  case,  we  should  re- 
ceive justification  jf^or,  not  5y  Faith.  God's  promises  constitute 
our  title,  and  that  faith  which  he  worketh  in  us  is  only  an 
evidence  that  the  title  is  in  our  possession.""  "  Faith  is  the 
hand  of  the  receiver,"  as  stated  in  the  opposite  page  of  the 
Tract ;  how  then  can  it  be  the  thing  received  by  that  hand  ? 

■"  Eph.  ii.  8.  "  By  grace  ye  are  saved  through  faith,  and  that  not  of  yourselves,  it  is 
the  f/i/t  o/God;"'  more  like  a  channel  than  a  title.  Eph.  i.  13, 14.  "  In  whom"  (that 
is  Christ)  "  after  that  ye  believed  ye  were  sealed  with  that  Holy  Spirit  of  promise, 
which  is  the  earnest  of  our  inheritance  until  the  redemption  of  the  purchased  possession 
unto  the  praise  of  his  glory." 
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The  twelfth  chapter  of  the  Catholic  Epistle  of  St.  Barnabas 
gives  a  confirmation  of  this  view ;  it  was  an  act  of  faith  by 
which  Israel  prevailed  over  Amalek :  and  the  eyeing  of  the 
brazen  serpent  was  not  an  asking  for  a  cure,  because  this  they 
had  previously  done,  but  looking  unto  it  by  faith  they  were 
saved ;  a  work  resulting  from  faith.  The  title  to  the  use  of  the 
brazen  serpent  was  their  need,  and  God's  command ;  while  by 
faith,  by  looking,  they  applied  it  at  once  to  themselves,  and  did 
not  by  that  act  apply  only  for  it. 

But  to  continue.  "A  number  of  means  go  to  effect  our 
justification.  We  are  justified  by  Christ  alone,  in  that  He 
has  purchased  the  gift ;  by  faith  alone,  in  that  faith  asks  for 
it ;  by  Baptism  alone,  for  Baptism  conveys  it ;  and  by  newness 
of  heart  alone,  for  newness  of  heart  is  the  life  of  it.'"^  This  I 
cannot  admit.  These  matters  meet  in  justified  persons,  and  of 
necessity  result  from  one  another.  The  lower  ones  may  be 
found  apart  from  the  rest,  but  then  they  have  no 'justifying 
efficacy,  and  do  not  argue  the  existence  of  any  one  place  of 
the  series  above  them.  But  when  we  find  the  highest,  we 
may  be  sure  the  rest  are  not  separated  from  it.  Let  us  hear 
the  Church  in  her  Homilies  on  this  matter,  page  27,  Homily 
on  Salvation  :  "  In  these  foresaid  places,  the  Apostle  toucheth 
specially  three  things,  which  must  go  together  in  our  justifica- 
tion. Upon  God's  part,  his  great  mercy  and  grace;  upon 
Christ's  part,  justice ;  that  is,  the  satisfaction  of  God's  justice, 
or  the  price  of  our  redemption,  by  the  offering  of  his  body, 
and  shedding  of  his  blood,  with  fulfilling  of  the  law  perfectly 
and  throughly;  and  upon  our  part,  true  and  lively  faith 
in  the  merits  of  Jesus  Christ,  which  yet  is  not  ours  but  by 

*  So  Dens,  ii.  452.  "  Si  fides  non  adsit,  si  eleemosyna  non  detur,  si  non  adsit  spas, 
non  potest  fieri  justificatio  ;"  and  we  are  given  this  canon  of  interpretation,  that 
where  it  is  said  we  are  justified  by  any  one  thing  alone,  we  are  to  understand  "  si 
csetera  adsint." 
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God''s  working  in  us :  so  that  in  our  justification,  is  not  only 
God's  mercy  and  grace,  but  also  his  justice,  which  the  Apostle 
calleth  the  justice  of  God ;  and  it  consisteth  in  paying  our 
ransom,  and  fulfilling  of  the  law :  and  so  the  grace  of  God 
doth  not  shut  out  the  justice  of  God  in  our  justification,  but 
only  shutteth  out  the  justice  of  man  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  justice 
of  our  works,  as  to  be  merits  of  deserving  our  justification. 
And  therefore  St.  Paul  declareth  here  nothing  upon  the  behalf 
of  man  concerning  his  justification,  but  only  a  true  and  lively 
faith,  which  nevertheless  is  the  gift  of  God,  and  not  man''s 
only  work  without  God."  So  that,  according  to  our  Homilies, 
the  "  interpreters  of  our  Articles,""  instead  of  "  a  number  of 
means  going  to  effect  our  justification,'''  there  are  "three  things 
which  must  go  together  in  our  justification." 

The  last  paragraph  only  in  this  section  remains  for  exami- 
nation. It  speaks  of  the  second  sense  in  which  faith  justifies. 
"  Faith,  as  being  the  beginning  of  perfect  or  justifying  righte- 
ousness, is  taken  for  what  it  tends  towards  and  will  ultimately 
be.*  It  is  said,  by  anticipation,  to  be  that  which  it  promises ; 
just  as  one  might  pay  a  labourer  his  hire  before  he  began  his 
work.  Faith  working  by  love  is  the  seed  of  divine  graces, 
which  in  due  time  will  be  brought  forth  and  flourish — partly 
in  this  world,  fully  in  the  next."  Now  the  Article  plainly 
denies  that  faith  is  the  beginning  or  any  part  of  our  justifying 
righteousness  :  "  Christ  is  the  author  and  finisher  of  our  faith." 
"  The  Lord  our  Righteousness."  Faith  is  the  means  only 
by  which  we  apprehend  this  righteousness ;  but  however 
perfect  that  faith  may  be,  it  has  been  shewn  that  it  never 
can  constitute  a  title  to  a  justifying  righteousness,  much  less 
that  righteousness  itself.  Nor  is  faith  the  work  for  which  we 
receive  a  reward  :  Christ  paid  the  full  price  of  our  redemption 

'  In   the  Council  of  Trent,  Session  6.  c.  8.   Faith  is  called  "  Humanae    salutis 
initium,  fundamentum  et  radix  omnis  justificationis." 
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for  us,'^  and  his  merits  for  ever  absolve  us  from  every  debt. 
"  He  died  once  for  all^  and  perfected  for  ever  them  that  are 
sanctified."''  And  in  the  words  of  the  Homily,  "  this  justifica- 
tion or  righteousness,  which  we  receive  of  God's  mercy  and 
Ohrisfs  merits,  embraced  by  faith,  is  taken,  accepted,  and  al- 
lowed of  God  for  our  perfect  and  full  justification." 

The  "  confusions "  of  the  Tractarians  on  this  subject,  have 
been  refuted  in  an  answer  to  Dr.  Pusey*'s  Letter  to  the  Bishop 
of  Oxford,  by  a  resident  member  of  the  university  and  clergy- 
man of  the  diocese.  No  direct  reply  having  been  given  to 
this  publication,  it  will  be  unnecessary,  at  present^  to  enter 
further  upon  the  question. 

"  "That  Holy  Spirit  of  promise,  whicli  is  the  earnest  of  our  inheritance  until  the 
redemption  oi  i\iQ  purcJiased  possession,  unto  the  praise  of  his  glory."     Eph.  i.  13,  14. 
*  "  The  Church  of  God,  which  He  purchased  with  his  own  blood."     Acts  xx.  28. 
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3.   Works  before  and  ajier  Justification. 
Articles  XII.  and  XIII. 

It  will  be  unnecessary  to  dwell  at  any  considerable  length  on 
this  section,  as  it  is  so  nearly  connected  with  the  last,  and  is 
only  a  result  of  the  doctrine  there  refuted ;  namely,  that  of 
justification  by  inherent  righteousness,  with  the  same  Romish 
error  running  all  through,  of  justification  by  habitual  grace. 

We  will  commence  our  strictures  with  the  last  paragraph, 
at  page  ]5:  "  The  Article  contemplates  these  two  states, — 
one  of  justifying  grace,  and  one  of  the  utter  destitution  of 
grace ;  and  it  says,  that  those  who  are  in  utter  destitution 
cannot  do  any  thing  to  gain  justification ;  and,  indeed,  to 
assert  the  contrary  would  be  Pelagianism.  However,  there  is 
an  intermediate  state  of  which  the  Article  says  nothing,  but 
which  must  not  be  forgotten,  as  being  an  actually  existing 
one."  "  It  is  quite  true,  that  works  done  with  divine  aid,  and 
in  faith,  hefore  justification,  do  dispose  men  to  receive  the 
grace  of  justification ;  such  were  Cornelius's  alms,  fasting, 
and  prayers,  which  led  to  his  baptism."  This  view  is  sup- 
ported by  the  Church  of  Rome,  in  Canon  vii.  Sess.  6,  in  the 
Council  of  Trent :  "  Si  quis  dixerit,  opera  omnia  quae  ante 
justificationem  fiunt,  quacunque  ratione  facta  sint,  vere  esse 
peccata,  vel  odium  Dei  mereri,  aut  quanto  vehementius  quis 
nititur  se  disponere  ad  gratiam,  tanto  eum  gravius  peccare : 
anathema  sit."  Dens  also  describes  the  state  of  mind  neces- 
sary to  precede  justification,  evidently  founded  on  the  doctrine 
of  baptismal  justification;  and  on  deserving  grace  of  con- 
dignity  and  congruity  he  writes  as  follows :  (ii.  page  450. 
nota  q.)  "  Quod  dispositiones  prsevise  non  sint  meritorife  de 


62 

condigno  justificationis,  adeo  ut  justificatio  nostra  semper  sit 
gratuita,  prout  docet.  Cone.  Trid.  Sess.  6.  cap.  8,  juxta  illud 
ad  Rom.  cap.  3.  v.  24 :  Jiistificati  gratis  per  gratiam  ipsius 
'  potest  tamen  peccator  divina  gratia  adjutus  per  actus  fidei, 
spei,  dilectionis,  etc.  illam  de  congruo  raereri.' 

"  Dispositiones,  quse  conjnngnntnr  cum  ipsa  gratia  sanctifi- 
cante  in  primo  instanti  justificationis,  possunt  dici  de  condigno 
meritoriae  vitse  seternsB,  quae  nondum  habetur,  non  tamen 
gratise,  quae  jam  habetur."" 

Now  let  us  see  if  our  Articles  be  not  very  '"''precise'"  on  this 
point.    The  Tenth  Article  speaks  thus :  "  Wherefore  we  have 
no  power  to  do  good  works  pleasant  and  acceptable  to  God, 
without  the  grace  of  God  by  Christ  preventing  us,  that  we 
may  have  a  good  will,  and  working  with  us  when  we  have 
that   good   will."     The    Twelfth   Article    speaks   of  "  good 
works,  which  are  the  fruits  of  faith,  being  pleasing  and  accept- 
able to  God:""  while  the  Thirteenth  Article  evidently  speaks 
of  works  before  justification,  as  works  done  before  the  grace 
of  Christ,  and  as  not  springing  from  faith.     Now,  what  pos- 
sible state  can  there  be  between  having  no  faith,  and  having 
some  faith,  even  so  small  a  portion,  that  he  who  has  it  must 
be  said  to  be  only  ''^faithful  in  the  least:''''  yet,  inasmuch  as 
works  done  by  such  a  person  are  grateful  and  pleasing  to  God, 
they  must  be  works  of  faith,  and  be  done  after  the  grace  of 
Christ,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Spirit ;  which  has  before 
been  shewn  to  be  a  consequence  of  justification,  and  by  no 
means  its  precursor.     With  respect  to  Cornelius,  it  is  said 
that  he  was  one  who  "  feared  God  :"  he  can  hardly  be  brought 
forward  as  a  case  in  point,  since  he  appears  to  have  been  a 
Jewish  proselyte ;  one  who  possessed  all  that  was  necessary 
for  any  to  possess  under  the  old  dispensation  to  render  his 
services  pleasing  and  acceptable  to  God.     The  writer  then 
attempts  to  draw  a  nice  and  subtle  distinction,  and  asserts 


that  it  is  not  the  works  done,  but  the  grace  imparted,  which 
makes  us  meet  to  receive  justification,  and  that  this  grace  is 
the  "  portion  of  the  baptized ;"  very  differently  from  Arch- 
bishop Usher,  who  asserts,  "  that  the  sacrament  of  baptism  is 
effectual  in  infants,  only  to  those,  and  to  all  those  who  belong 
unto  the  election  of  grace."*''  And  it  is  also  implicitly  denied 
in  the  Twenty-seventh  Article  on  Baptism,  where  it  states 
that  at  that  sacrament  "  grace  is"  (not  then  first  given  to 
make  us  meet  to  receive  the  grace  of  justification,  but)  "  in- 
creased by  virtue  of  prayer  to  God ;"  certainly  implying  the 
pre-existence  of  grace  in  the  recipient  of  the  sacrament.  The 
Homily  of  Faith  also  asserts,  (page  39,)  "  that  without  it 
(faith)  can  no  good  works  be  done,  that  shall  be  acceptable 
and  pleasant  to  God." 

We  now  come  to  the  concluding  passage  of  this  section. 
"  If  works  he/ore  justification,  when  done  by  the  influence  of 
divine  aid,  gain  grace,  much  more  do  works  after  justifica- 
tion. They  are,  according  to  the  Article,  '' grata ^"^  'pleasing 
to  God ;  "*  and  they  are  accepted,  '  accepta ; '  which  means, 
that  God  rewards  them,  and  that  of  course  according  to  their 
degree  of  excellence."  I  presume,  that  we  shall  probably  find 
some  explanation  of  this  statement  in  the  twenty-fourth  Canon 
of  the  sixth  Session  of  the  Council  of  Trent.  "  Si  quis  dix- 
erit,  justitiam  acceptam  non  conservari  atque  etiam  augeri 
coram  Deo  per  bona  opera ;  sed  opera  ipsa  fructus  solummodo 
et  signa  esse  justificationis  adeptse,  non  autem  ipsius  augendse 
causam :  anathema  sit."  St.  Paul  says,  that  when  men  are 
called,  and  obey  the  calling,  they  do  it  by  grace :  now  if  this 
obedience  be  a  work  pleasing  to  God,  as  we  believe  it  is,  yet 
they  do  it  after,  not  before  the  grace  of  Christ,  but  as  a  fruit 
of  faith,  (else,  according  to  our  Article,  it  cannot  be  "  grata  " 
or  "  accepta  "  to  God,)  it  is  a  work  after  justification.  Thus 
no  place  is  left  for  the  intermediate  state  spoken  of  above ; 


and   the   consequence    "  that    works   after  justification   gain 
grace,''''  falls  at  once. 

Scripture  calls  Faith  the  "  work  of  the  Spirit,"  Gal.  v.  22. 
And  in  Isaiah  we  read,  "  Thou  hast  wrought  all  our  works  in 
us."  Heb.  xi.  6.  *'  Without  Faith  it  is  impossible  to  please 
God.*"  Rom.  viii.  8.  "  They  that  are  in  the  flesh,  cannot 
please  God;*"  "Do  men  gather  grapes  of  thorns  or  figs  of 
thistles?  even  so  every  good  tree  bringeth  forth  good  fruit; 
but  a  corrupt  tree  bringeth  forth  evil  fruit.  A  good  tree 
cannot  bring  forth  evil  fruit,  neither  can  a  corrupt  tree  bring 
forth  good  fruit.''''  Matt.  vii.  16 — 19.  "  No  fountain  can  yield 
both  salt  water  and  fresh.*"  James  iii.  12.  "  If  any  man  have 
not  the  Spirit  of  Christ,  he  is  none  of  his.""  Rom.  viii.  9.  "Jesus 
Christ  is  in  you,  except  ye  be  reprobates."  2  Cor.  xiii.  5. 
"  As  the  branch  cannot  bear  fruit  of  itself,  except  it  abide 
in  the  vine ;  no  more  can  ye,  except  ye  abide  in  me.  I 
am  the  vine,  ye  are  the  branches :  without  me  ye  can  do 
nothing."  John  xii.  4,  5.  "  It  is  not  of  him  that  willeth,  nor 
of  him  that  runneth,  but  of  God  that  sheweth  mercy."  Rom. 
ix.  16.  "What  hast  thou  that  thou  didst  not  receive?" 
1  Cor.  iv.  7.  "  Now  to  him  that  worketh  is  the  reward,  not 
reckoned  of  grace  but  of  debt.  But  to  him  that  worketh  not, 
but  believeth  on  him  that  justifieth  the  ungodly,  his  faith  is 
counted  for  righteousness."  Rom.  iv.  4,  5.  "  Whatsoever  is 
not  of  Faith  is  sin."  Rom.  xiv.  23. 


§.  4.     The  Visible  Church. 

Article  XIX. — "  The  visible  Church  of  Christ  is  a  congrega- 
tion of  faithful  men,  in  the  which  the  pure  Word  of  God  is 
preached,  and  the  Sacraments  be  duly  ministered,  according  to 
Christ's  ordinance,  in  all  those  things  that  of  necessity  are 
requisite  to  the  same. 
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"As  the  Church  of  Jerusalem^  Alexandria^  and  Antioch^ 
have  erred ;  so  also  the  Church  of  Home  hath  erred,  not  only 
in  their  living  and  manner  of  ceremonies,  but  also  in  matters 
of  faith." 


Tract,  p.  17. 
This  is  not  an  abstract  de- 
finition of  a  Church,  but  a  de- 
scription of  the  actually  exist- 
ing One  Holy  Catholic  Church 
diffused  throughout  the  world; 
as  if  it  were  read,  "  The  Church 
is  a  certain  society  of  the 
faithful,"  &c. 


Dens,  ii.  119. 
"  Calvinus  et  Sectarii  duas 
dumtaxat  Ecclesise  notas  con- 
stituunt,  nimirum,  sinceram 
Verbi  Dei  prsedicationem,  et 
legitimum  Sacramentorum 
usum.  Per  notam  ecclesise  in- 
telligitur  quoddam  signum  et 
proprietas,  per  quam  vera  ec- 
clesia  potest  cognosci  et  dis- 
cerni  ab  omnibus  aliis  coeti- 
bus.  Quae  duo,  licet  in  vera 
Christi  ecclesise  reperiantur  in- 
epte  tamen  ecclesise  notse  sta- 
tuuntur;  nam  notse  debent 
esse  notiores  re,  quam  notare 
debent :  sed  ad  minus  tarn 
difficile  est  cognoscere,  quse- 
nam  sit  sincera  Verbi  Dii 
prsedicatio,  quisnam  legitimus 
Sacramentorum  usus,  quam 
quae  vera  sit  ecclesise  .* 

The  last  quotation  given  by  the  writer  of  this  Tract  to 
prove  his  statement,  is  from  Estius,  Chancellor  of  Douay. 
"  There  is  a  controversy  between  Catholics  and  Heretics  as 
to  what  the  word  Church  means.  John  Huss,  and  the  He- 
retics of  our  day  who  follow  him,  define  the  Church  to  be 

*  The  notes  put  forward  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  are  well  refuted  by  Sherlock. 
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the  University  of  the  predestinate ;  Catholics  define  it  to  be 
the  Society  of  those  who  are  joined  to  each  other  hy  a  right  Faith 
and  the  Sacraments.''''  Here  it  is  admitted  that  these  two 
further  notes,  as  he  calls  them,  (p.  18.)  are  said  to  '''define'''' 
the  Church.  It  is  not,  however,  my  intention  to  press  this 
point,  but,  to  shew  how  this  Article  is  a  logical  definition  of 
the  Church,  and  that  this  is  the  opinion  of  authorities  in  the 
Anglican  Church. 

The  coetus  fidelium  is  a  definition  of  any  Church,  whether 
sound  or  unsound :  but  if  the  notes  in  this  Article  be  reallv 
true  of  any  Church,  then  that  Church  is  sound,  and  we  are 
bound  to  submit  to  it.  Thus,  for  instance,  the  Church  of  Rome 
is  a  coetus  fidelium,  but  has  not  these  notes,  and  consequently 
cannot  claim  submission. 

The  quotations,  it  may  be  well  to  notice  before  proceeding, 
adduced  in  page  17,  must  be  shewn  to  refer  to  the  subject  of 
the  present  article,  before  they  can  be  allowed  to  support  in 
any  degree  the  opinion  to  which  they  are  appended.  They 
do  not  require  a  separate  investigation,  but  one  or  two  will  be 
incidentally  noticed  as  we  proceed. 

Our  first  authority  is  Archbishop  Usher,  page  396. 

"  Sith  God  doth  not  reveal  the  covenant  of  grace,  nor  afford 
sufficient  means  to  salvation  to  the  whole  world,  hut  only  to  the 
Church :  explain  here  what  you  mean  hy  the  Church  f 

^'  We  speak  not  here  of  that  part  of  God's  Church  which  is 
triumphant  in  glory ;  who,  being  in  perfect  fruition,  have  no 
need  of  these  outward  means  of  communion  with  him,  (Rev. 
xxi ;  xxii ;  xxiii :)  but  the  subject  here  is  the  Church  militant. 
And  that  we  consider  also,  as  visihle,  in  the  parts  of  it ;  con- 
sisting of  divers  assemblies  and  companies  of  believers,  making 
profession  of  the  same  common  faith :  howbeit  many  times, 
by  force  of  persecution,  the  exercise  of  the  public  ordinances 
may  for  a  time  be  suspended  among  them. 
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^''But  are  none  to  he  accounted  members  of  this  Churchy  hut  such 
as  are  true  believers^  and  so  inseparahfy  united  unto  Christ  their 
head? 

"Truly  and  properly  none  other.  (1  John  ii.  19.)  Howbeit, 
because  God  doth  use  outward  means  with  the  inward,  for  the 
gathering  of  his  saints;  and  calleth  them  as  well  to  outward 
profession  among  themselves,  (Acts  ii.  42 ;  Cant,  vii.)  as  to 
inward  fellowship  with  his  Son,  whereby  the  Church  becomes 
visible :  hence  it  is,  that  so  many  as  partake  of  the  outward 
means,  and  join  with  the  Church  in  league  of  visible  profession, 
are  therefore  in  human  judgment  accounted  members  of  the 
true  Church,  and  saints  by  calling,  until  the  Lord  (who  only 
knoweth  his)  do  make  known  the  contrary.  As  we  are  taught 
in  the  parable  of  the  tares,  and  of  the  draw-net,  and  of  the 
threshing-floor,  where  lieth  both  good  corn  and  chaff. 

'"''Hath  Christ  then  his  Church  visible  upon  earth  ? 

"  Yea,  throughout  the  world,  in  the  particular  congregations 
of  Christians,  (Rom.  iii.  3,)  called  to  the  profession  of  the  true 
Faith  and  obedience  of  the  Gospel.  In  which  visible  assemblies, 
and  not  elsewhere,  the  true  members  of  the  true  Church  in- 
visible, on  earth,  are  to  be  sought,  (Rom.  xi.  5.)  and  unto 
which,  therefore,  all  that  seek  for  salvation  must  gladly  join 
themselves.  (Isa.  Ix.  4.) 

•'  What  are  the  marks  and  infallible  notes  whereby  to  discern 
a  true  visible  Church,  with  which  we  may  with  safety  Join  f 

"  First,  and  principally,  the  truth  of  Doctrine  which  is  pro- 
fessed, and  the  sincere  preaching  of  the  Word ;  together  with 
the  due  administration  of  the  Sacraments,  according  to  the 
commandment  of  Christ  our  Saviour.   (Matt,  xxviii.  19,  20.) 

"  Secondarily,  the  right  order  which  is  kept ;  with  a  sincere 
and  conscionable  obedience  yielded  to  the  Word  of  God. 

"  Is  not  the  Church  always  visible  in  her  parts  f 

"  The  persons  are  always  visible.    For  Christ  hath,  and  ever 
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had  from  the  beginning,  his  Church  visible  upon  earth,  (Rom. 
ii.  1 — 4.)  that  is,  some  companies  of  believers  making  pro- 
fession of  the  same  common  faith/' 

Let  us  now  take  the  judicious  Hooker,  in  the  third  book 
of  his  Polity,  chapter  2.  "  That  Church  of  Christ,  which  we 
properly  term  his  body  mystical,  can  be  but  one ;  neither  can 
that  one  be  sensibly  discerned  by  any  man,  inasmuch  as  the 
parts  thereof  are  some  in  heaven  with  Christ,  and  the  rest 
that  are  on  the  earth  (albeit  their  natural  persons  be  visible) 
we  do  not  discern  under  this  property,  whereby  they  are  truly 
and  infallibly  of  that  body.  Only  our  minds,  by  intellectual 
conceit,  are  able  to  apprehend,  that  such  a  real  body  there  is, 
a  body  collective,  because  it  containeth  a  huge  multitude  ;  a 
body  mystical,  because  the  mystery  of  their  conjunction  is 
removed  altogether  from  sense.  Whatsoever  we  read  in 
Scripture,  concerning  the  endless  love  and  the  saving  mercy 
which  God  sheweth  towards  his  Church,  the  only  proper  ob- 
ject thereof  is  this  Church.  Concerning  this  flock  it  is  that 
our  Lord  and  Saviour  hath  promised,  '  I  give  unto  them 
eternal  life,  and  they  shall  never  perish,  neither  shall  any 
pluck  them  out  of  my  hand."*  They  who  are  of  this  society, 
have  such  marks  and  notes  of  distinction  from  all  others,  as 
are  not  objects  unto  our  sense ;  only  God,  who  seeth  their 
hearts  and  understandeth  all  their  secret  cogitations,  unto 
him  they  are  clear  and  manifest.  (3.)  And  as  those  ever- 
lasting promises  of  love,  mercy,  and  blessedness  belong  to  the 
mystical  Church ;  even  so,  on  the  other  side,  when  we  read  of 
any  duty  which  the  Church  of  God  is  bound  unto,  the  Church 
whom  it  doth  concern  is  a  sensibly  known  company.  And 
this  visible  Church,  in  like  sort,  is  but  one,  continued  from 
the  first  beginning  of  the  world,  to  the  last  end.  Which 
company  being  divided  into  two  moieties,  the  one  before,  the 
other  since  the  coming  of  Christ ;  that  part  which,  since  the 
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coming  of  Christ,  partly  hath  embraced  and  partly  shall 
embrace  the  Christian  Religion,  we  term,  as  by  a  more  proper 
name,  the  Church  of  Christ.  *  *  The  unity  of  which  visible 
body  and  Church  of  Christ,  consisteth  in  that  uniformity 
which  all  several  persons  thereunto  belonging  have,  by  reason 
of  that  one  Lord,  whose  servants  they  all  profess  themselves ; 
that  one  Faith,  which  they  all  acknowledge ;  that  one  Bap- 
tism, wherewith  they  are  all  initiated.  *  * 

(7.)  ^'  We  speak  now  of  the  visible  Church,  whose  children 
are  signed  with  this  mark,  'One  Lord,  one  Faith,  one  Baptism."* 
In  whomsoever  these  things  are,  the  church  doth  acknowledge 
them  for  her  children ;  them  only  she  holdeth  for  aliens  and 
strangers  in  whom  these  things  are  not  found.  *  *  All  men 
are,  of  necessity,  either  Christians  or  not  Christians.  If  hy 
external  profession  they  he  Christians,  then  are  they  of  the  visible 
Church  of  Christ,  and  Christians  by  external  profession  they 
all  are,  whose  mark  of  recognizance  hath  in  it  those  things 
which  we  have  mentioned  ;  yea,  although  they  be  impious 
idolaters,  wicked  heretics,  persons  excommunicable,  yea,  cast 
out  for  notorious  improbity.  Such,  withal,  we  deny  not  to  be 
the  imps  and  limbs  of  Satan,  even  as  long  as  they  continue 
such. 

(9.)  "  For  lack  of  diligent  observing  the  difference,  first, 
between  the  Church  of  God,  mystical  and  visible ;  then 
between  the  visible,  sound,  and  corrupted,  sometimes  more, 
sometimes  less,  the  oversights  are  neither  few  nor  light  that 
have  been  committed. 

(10.)  "  The  Church  of  Christ,  which  was  from  the  beginning, 
is,  and  continueth  unto  the  end  :  of  which  Church,  all  parts 
have  not  been  always  equally  sincere  and  sound.  *  *  In 
St.  Paul's  time,  the  integrity  of  Rome  was  famous ;  Corinth 
many  ways  reproved ;  they  of  Galatia  much  more  out  of 
square.     In   St.  John's  time,   Ephesus   and   Smyrna  in   far 
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better  state  than  Thyatira  and  Pergamus  were.     We  ho| 
therefore,  that  to  reform  ourselves,  if  at  any  time  we  have 
done  amiss,  is  not  to  sever  ourselves  from  the  Church  we  were 
of  before.     In  the  Church  we  were,  and  we  are  so  still. 

(11.)  "  Where  professed  unbelief  is,  there  can  be  no  visible 
Church  of  Christ ;  there  may  be  where  sound  belief  wanteth. 

(14.)  "  By  the  Church,  therefore,  in  this  question,  we 
understand  no  other  than  only  the  visible  Church.  *  *  The 
Catholic  Church  is,  in  like  sort,  divided  into  a  number  of 
distinct  societies,  every  of  which  is  termed  a  Church  within 
itself.  In  this  sense,  the  Church  is  always  a  visible  society  of 
men;  not  an  assembly,  but  a  society ."*' '^ 

The  next  authority  is  that  of  Jeremy  Taylor,  whose 
opinions  are  very  nearly  coincident  with  those  just  giveii 
from  Hooker.  The  quotations  are  taken  from  the  second 
part  of  his  Dissuasive  from  Popery,  book  i.  sect.  1 .  "  The 
Church  is  a  company  of  men  and  women  professing  the  same 
doctrine  of  Jesus  Christ.  This  is  the  Church  '  in  sensu  forensi,' 
and  in  the  sight  of  men.'''' 

Then,  speaking  of  the  Church  visible  and  invisible,  he  de- 
clares that  they  are  not  two  churches,  or  societies :  "  no, 
these  two  churches  are  but  one  society ;  the  one  is  within 
the  other." 

"  If  any  part  of  mankind  will  agree  to  call  the  universality 
of  professors  by  the  title  of  the  '  Church,'  they  may  if  they 
will ;  any  word,  by  consent,  may  signify  any  thing :  but  if 
by  '  Church,'  we  mean  that  society  which  is  really  joined  to 
Christ,  which  hath  received  the  Holy  Spirit,  which  is  heir  to 
the  promises  and  the  good  things  of  God,  which  is  the  body 
of  which  Christ  is  head ;  then  the  invisible  part  of  the  visible 

^  Hooker's  theory  of  the  Church  appears  to  be  as  follows : 

I.  Mystical,  known  only  to  God. 

II.  Visible:   (1)  sound,  (2)  unsound. 
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Church,  that  is,  the  true  servants  of  Christ  only,  are  the 
Church ;  that  is,  to  them  only  appertain  the  spirit  and  the 
truth,  the  promises  and  the  graces,  the  privilege  and  ad- 
vantages of  the  gospel. 

"If  it  be  asked,  'What  is  the  Catholic  Church  ?  the  Apostles'* 
Creed  defines  it :  it  is  communio  sanctorum,''  (not  '  ccetus  fide- 
lium.^)  To  the  same  sense,  Clemens  of  Alexandria  defines  the 
Church  to  be  '  the  congregation  of  the  elect.'  But  more  full  is 
that  of  St.  Austin,  who  spends  two  chapters  in  affirming,  that 
only  they  who  serve  God  faithfully,  are  the  Church  of  God.  *  * 
We  have  seen  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  Church  of  God, 
according  to  the  Scriptures,  and  Fathers,  and  sometimes 
persons  formerly  in  the  Church  of  Rome.  In  the  next  place, 
let  us  see  what  now-a-days  they  mean  by  the  Church,  with 
which  name  or  word  they  so  much  abuse  the  world.  There- 
fore, by  Church,  sometimes  they  mean  the  whole  body  of  them 
that  profess  Christianity :  *  *  all  the  number  of  the  bap- 
tized, except  excommunicates,  that  are  since  cut  off,  make 
this  body.  *  *  *  They  are  bound  up  in  common  by  the 
union  of  Sacraments  and  external  rites,  name,  and  profession ; 
but  by  nothing  else.  *  *  And  this,  to  my  sense,  all  the 
churches  in  the  world  seem  to  say;  for  when  they  excom- 
municate a  person,  then  they  throw  him  out  of  the  Church : 
meaning,  that  all  his  being  in  the  Church  of  which  they  could 
take  cognizance,  is  but  by  the  communion  of  sacraments  and 
external  society. 

"  So  that  which  we  call  the  Church,  is  permixta  ecclesia,  as 
St.  Austin  is  content  it  should  be  called. 

"  Here  are  two  senses  of  the  word  '  Church,'  God's  sense  and 
man's  sense ;  the  sense  of  religion,  and  the  sense  of  govern- 
ment ;  common  rites,  and  spiritual  union. 

"  Of  the  Church,  in  the  first  sense,  St.  Paul  affirms,  it  is  '  the 
pillar  and  ground  of  truth.'     He  spake  it  of  the  Church  of 
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Ephesus,  or  the  holy  Catholic  Church  over  the  world;  for 
there  is  the  same  reason  of  one  and  all,  if  it  be,  as  St.  Paul 
calls  it,  Ecclesia  Dei  vim.  If  it  be  united  to  the  head,  Christ 
Jesus,  every  Church  is  as  much  '  the  pillar  and  ground  of 
truth,'  as  all  the  Churches ;  which,  that  we  may  understand 
rightly,  we  are  to  consider,  that  what  is  commonly  called  the 
*  Church,"*  is  but  domus  Ecclesioe  verce^  as  the  Ecclesia  vera  is 
Domus  Dei :  it  is  the  school  of  piety,  the  place  of  institution 
and  discipline.  Good  and  bad  dwell  here  ;  but  God  only  and 
his  Spirit  dwell  with  the  good.""  M 

On  the  term  "  Catholic  Church""  we  quote  from  the  same 
eminent  writer :  " but  so  it  is  in  the  case  of  every  par- 
ticular Church,  as  really  as  of  the  Catholic,  that  is,  as  to  all 
Churches  ;  for  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  Catholic ;  not 
that  it  signifies  a  distinct  being  from  a  particular  Church ;  and 
if  taken  abstractedly,  nothing  is  effected  by  the  word ;  but  if 
taken  distributively,  then  it  is  useful,  and  material,  for  it  signi- 
fies, that  in  every  congregation,   '  where   two  or  three  are 
gathered  in  the  name  of  Christ,  God  is  in  the  midst  of  them' 
with  his  blessing,  and  with  his   spirit ;    it  is  so  in  all  the 
Churches  of  the  saints ;  and  in  all  of  them,  as  long  as  they 
remain  such,  the  truth  and  faith  is  certainly  preserved.  *  *  * 
There  is  no  Church  Catholic  really  distinct  from  all  particular 
Churches ;    and   therefore   there   is   no   promise  made   to  a 
Church  in  the  capacity  of  being  Catholic  or  universal;  for 
that  which  hath  no  distinct  being  can  have  no  distinct  pro- 
mises, no  distinct  capacities,  but  the  promises  are  made  to  all 
Churches,  and  to  every  Church : -""  ^ 

Such  are  the  opinions  on  this  subject  of  the  three  highest 
authorities  that  can  be  produced.  To  these  we  may  add  the 
authority  of  Archbishop  Laud,  as  quoted  in  Tracts  for  the 

«  So  Sherlock,  in  his  Examination  of  the  Popish  Notes  of  the  Church :  **  Catholic 
does  not  declare  what  a  Church  is,  but  in  what  communion  it  is." 
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Times,  No.  78,  p.  1 8 :  ''  For  where  it  is  said  that  Christ  makes 
to  himself  a  Church  without  spot  or  wrinkle,  (Eph.  v.)  that 
is  not  understood  of  the  Church  Militant,  but  of  the  Church 
Triumphant :  and  to  maintain  to  the  contrary  is  a  branch  of 
the  spreading  heresy  of  Pelagianism.  Nor  is  the  Church  on 
earth  any  freer  from  wrinkles'  in  doctrine  and  discipline  than 
she  is  from  spots  in  life  and  conversation."  These  extracts 
plainly  prove  that  our  Article  ig  a  definition^  not  a  mere  de- 
scription^ and  that  not  of  the  "  One  Holy  Catholic  Church 
diffused  throughout  the  world,"  but  of  an  individual  portion 
of  it,  one  of  its  component  parts.  That  "  coetus  fideliwii''' 
means  a  congregation  oi professedly  faithful  men;  or,  as  Taylor 
says,  "  The  congregation  of  all  that  profess  the  name  of 
Christ ;  of  whom  every  particular  that  is  not  known  to  be 
wicked  is  presumed  to  be  good."  They  also  throw  a  very 
clear  light  upon  the  long  list  of  sentences  quoted  from  Papists, 
Popes,  and  Fathers,  shewing  that  in  all  prohability  they 
refer  to  the  mystical  Church ;  though,  as  the  writer  has  not 
thought  fit  to  give  the  places  where  they  are  to  be  found, 
they  could  not  now  easily  be  verified.  Taylor,  however, 
quotes  two  of  them  in  reference  to  the  mystical  Church,  and 
one  other  from  Augustine  is  to  be  found  in  the  Catechism 
authorized  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  (De  nono  articulo,  q.  2,) 
where  it  is  evidently  used  in  connection  with  true  believers 
united  in  the  invisible  Church. 

But  the  Article  appears  to  decide  for  itself  to  what  the 
word  "  visible  Church  of  Christ "  refers :  for  how  are  we  to 
understand  the  last  part  of  the  Article,  which  is  not  quoted  in 
the  Tracts  except  by  supposing  naturally,  that  after  describing 
the  visible  Church,  it  proceeds  to  deny  its  infallibility ;  and  to 
declare,  that  as  certain  Churches  erred  in  olden  time,  so  of 
late  the  Church  of  Home  hath  erred,  even  in  matters  of 
Faith. 
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In  addition  to  this,  the  following  Article  (the  twentieth) 
goes  on  to  assert  the  authority  of  the  Church.  Now  to  what 
Church  does  this  Article  refer,  if  not  to  the  one  just  defined  I 
And  if  the  Church  therein  described  (if  the  writer  still  prefer 
that  expression)  be  the  "  One  Holy  Catholic  Church  diffused 
throughout  the  world"  as  has  before  been  asserted,  then  the 
Church  of  England  has  committed  a  grievous  and  heretical 
act,  in  exerting  the  authority  assigned  in  the  twentieth  Article 
only  to  the  Church  Universal. 

It  only  remains  to  allude  to  the  extract  from  the  Homily. 
The  writer,  to  save  trouble,  informs  us,  that  "  it  is  quoted  not 
for  all  it  contains,"  but  only  "  as  far  as  it  is  an  illustration  of 
the  Article."  The  Church  is  mentioned  three  times  in  it. 
The  first  and  second  time,  it  plainly  refers  to  the  elect  of  God  ; 
and  the  third  need  only  be  placed  in  juxta  position  with  the 
Article,  to  shew  how  unfounded  is  the  writer's  conclusion, 
after  the  extracts  already  given  from  standard  authorities  of 
the  Church  of  England. 


Homili/. 

"  The  true  Church  is  an 
universal  congregation,  or  fel- 
lowship of  God''s  faithful  and 
elect  people,''^  &c.. 


Article. 
"The     visible    Church     of 
Christ   is   a   congregation    of 
faithful  men,"  ^q. 


We  have  shewn  that  the  cwtus  fidelium  of  our  Article 
does  not  mean  the  elect,  or  mystical  Church,  therefore 
these  two  extracts  cannot  refer  to  the  same  Church ;  and 
it  remains  to  shew  how  this  Homily  is  to  be  understood. 
Hooker  says,  that  the  Church  of  the  elect  cannot  be  dis' 
cerned  by  men.  By  which,  of  course,  he  means,  that  no  men, 
as  units  of  the  mystical  Church,  can  be  distinguished.  Yet 
here  are  notes  mentioned,  and  to  reconcile  this  Homily  to 
itself,  (i.  e.  to  use  the  only  fair  method  of  interpretation,)  we 
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must  iiiKlerstand  it  to  refer  to  the  general  notes  of  the 
mystical  Church.  None  belong  to  Christ's  elect,  or  mystical 
Churcli,  unless  they  have,  as  a  general  note,  the  description 
appended. 

Thus  we  see,  that  though  the  notes  belong  alike  to  the  true 
Church  of  Christ,  diffused  throughout  the  world,  and  also  to 
every  visible  professing  Church,  they  by  no  means  prove,  that 
because  the  Homily  refers  to  the  former,  the  Article  must  also. 
As  Taylor  and  the  Twenty-sixth  Article  teach,  in  the  visible 
Church  the  evil  is  ever  mingled  with  the  good,  but  in  the 
universal  congregation  of  God''s  people,  who  are  faithful  and 
elect,  evil  cannot  exist ;  in  Christ  they  are  complete ;  for 
them  he  hath  wrought  out  a  perfect  righteousness,  and  at  the 
last  day  he  will  be  able  to  present  unto  his  Father  that  blessed 
company  without  spot,  or  wrinkle,  or  any  such  thing.  To 
this  Church  may  we  all  belong;  and  I  trust  nothing  has  oc- 
curred in  the  preceding  pages  inconsistent  with  this  hearty 
desire.  They  are  indited  in  a  spirit  of  love  ;  and  should  any 
apparently  harsh  words  be  let  fall,  may  they  be  attributed 
rather  to  oversight  and  infirmity,  than  to  any  desire  to  wound 
or  afflict.  May  the  Lord  heal  all  the  distractions  of  his 
Church,  and  hasten  the  time  when  more  properly  it  may  be- 
come one  fold,  under  one  shepherd,  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord. 

Theise  Strictures  will  be  concluded  in  a  Second  Part^  icifh 
Observations  on  the  State  of  the  Controversy/. 


APPENDIX  A.— p.  24. 

"  If  the  Romanist  asks,  whether  belief  in  Scripture  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  Faith  ?  which  he  is  apt  to  do  ;  I  ask  him 
in  turn,  whether  the  infallibility  of  the  Church  is  or  is  not  in 
his  system  an  article  of  Faith  ?  It  is  nowhere  so  declared ; 
how  then  is  it  less  defective  in  the  Creed  of  Romanism  to  omit 
so  cardinal  a  doctrine,  than  in  our  own  Creed  to  omit  the  in- 
spiration and  canonicity  of  the  Scriptures  I  Whatever  answer 
he  gives  in  his  own  behalf,  will  serve  for  us  also.  If  he  says, 
for  instance,  that  the  whole  of  Romanism  implies,  and  is  built 
upon  the  principle  of  infallibility ;  that  the  doctrines  which  it 
holds  as  fundamental  could  not  be  such,  were  not  the  Church 
an  infallible  oracle ;  that  every  truth  must  have  some  truth 
beyond  it  until  we  come  to  the  ultimate  principles  of  know- 
ledge ;  that  a  creed  could  never  recount  all  the  previous  steps 
by  which  it  became  a  creed ;  and  that,  after  all,  the  doctrine  in 
question  is  at  least  indirectly  expressed  in  Pope  Pius's  Creed ; 
I  answer,  that  much  the  same  pleas  may  be  offered  in  explana- 
tion of  Scripture  not  being  recognised  in  the  Apostolic  Creed. 
It  may  be  something  more  than  a  fundamental  of  Faith ;  it 
may  be  the  foundation  of  the  fundamentals,  and  may  be  passed 
over  in  the  Creed  as  being  presupposed  and  implied  in  it. 
This  might  be  said  in  explanation.  But  in  truth  it  is  really 
recognised  in  it  as  the  standard  of  appeal ;  viz.  in  those 
Articles  which,  after  St.  Paul's  pattern,  speak  of  our  Lord's 
resurrection  as  being  '  according  to  the  Scriptures.'  What 
happens  to  be  expressed  in  one  instance,  as  regards  the  Old 
Testament,  is  a  kind  of  index  of  what  is  tacitly  signified 
throughout.  This,  indeed,  is  no  proof  to  a  Romanist,  who 
denies  that  the  Bible  was  considered  by  the  original  framers 
of  the  Creed,  as  the  fundamental  record  of  the  Gospel :  but  it 
goes  as  far  as  this,  to  shew  that  the  Bible  may  have  been  so 
considered  by  them,  to  shew  that  our  doctrines  is  consistent 
with  itself.  As  far  as  the  facts  of  the  case  go,  that  mat/  be, 
which  we  say  really  is.  The  indirect  manner  in  which  Scrip- 
ture is  alluded. to  in  the  Creed,  while  it  agrees  with  the  notion 
that  the  Creed  contains  all  the  fundamentals,  seems  also  to 
imply  that  Scripture  is  their  foundation." — Lectures  on  Bo- 
manism,  p.  293 — 5. 
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